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Executive Summary
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has 
completed the 2012 Development Effectiveness 
Review (DEfR), its sixth annual corporate 
performance assessment. The 2012 DEfR reviews 
development progress in Asia and the Pacific (level 
1), and assesses ADB’s performance in delivering 
outputs and outcomes in its core sectors (level 
2) and improving operational and organizational 
effectiveness (levels 3 and 4). In addition, because 
2012 is the interim target year of the Strategy 
2020 results framework, this DEfR takes stock of 
progress since 2008 and shows whether ADB met 
the targets for levels 2–4. 
 X Overview
The 2012 review found that the development 
effectiveness review process introduced in 
2008 has successfully propagated a results 
culture across ADB. This has led to improved 
performance in most areas of the results 
framework measuring ADB’s operational and 
organizational effectiveness. As a result, ADB 
has been able to meet an increasing proportion 
of its targets (Figure A). It has also expanded 
ADB’s contributions to development outcomes 
in the region.  
Compared with 2008,
•	 ADB operations are more focused on 
Strategy 2020 priorities, including gender 
mainstreaming; 
•	 the quality at entry (QAE) of country 
partnership strategies and sovereign 
operations is consistently high and the 
QAE of nonsovereign operations has 
improved significantly; 
•	 project start-up is more efficient;
•	 cofinancing has increased considerably; 
•	 ADB coordinates more closely with 
other development partners and shares 
knowledge more effectively;
•	 ADB has more staff to support operations, 
and almost half of them work in resident 
missions to increase responsiveness  
to clients;
•	 resident missions are more empowered;
•	 ADB staff are more engaged and motivated; 
and
•	 the gender balance at ADB has improved 
significantly.
The DEfR also highlighted areas requiring 
further improvement. Actions to strengthen 
project readiness and implementation 
supervision need reinforcing to raise project 
success and outcome achievement rates— 
two of the areas where performance improved 
but targets were not reached. These measures 
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Figure A: ADB’s Performance:  
Level 3 and 4 Indicators Meeting Targets, 
2008–2012 (%)
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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will also ensure fuller and more timely delivery 
of sector outputs and raise disbursement ratios 
which have declined since 2008. Management 
actions adopted through this DEfR respond to 
these priorities.
In 2012, ADB achieved its level 2 output delivery 
target for 13 of the 19 indicators, but missed 
the target for outcome achievement despite 
the improvement. ADB met its targets for 22 
(61%) of the 36 level 3–4 indicators (Figure B), 
including QAE of country partnership strategies 
and sovereign operations; all indicators under 
the categories of financing for Strategy 2020 
priorities, partnerships, and decentralization; 
and three of the four indicators for human 
resources management. Of the 14 indicators 
that fell short of their targets, 7 (19%) improved 
compared to 2008. These indicators measure 
quality of sovereign operations at completion, 
QAE of nonsovereign operations, external 
perceptions about ADB’s role in reducing poverty 
and sharing knowledge, and gender balance at 
ADB. However, two indicators were unchanged 
and five deteriorated. Indicators with weakened 
performance include nonsovereign operations at 
completion, disbursement ratios of sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations, and two of the four 
budget adequacy indicators. The scorecard table 
summarizes the performance of ADB as a  
whole and the Asian Development Fund (ADF)  
as a subset.
 X Level 1 Summary: Development 
Progress in the Region
Asia and the Pacific made solid progress 
in reducing poverty and improving human 
development since the baseline year of 2005. 
Access to basic infrastructure increased, 
especially telecommunications, and governance 
indicators improved. Yet, the latest data confirm 
that poverty remains the region’s central 
challenge, with at least one in five people 
living on less than $1.25 a day. Indicators on 
child mortality and access to sanitation made 
insufficient headway to be able to achieve the 
2015 targets. Progress lagged in ADF countries 
as a whole, and gaps across countries remained. 
This context underscores the need  
for all development partners to continue 
working together with a sharper focus on 
development results.
 X Level 2 Summary: ADB’s Outputs and 
Outcomes
ADB’s performance in delivering programmed 
core sector outputs by 2012 remained mixed. 
Of the 19 indicators for ADB-supported 
operations as a whole, 13 exceeded the 85% 
target. For ADF-funded operations, only 8 
of the 18 indicators met the target. Project 
implementation delays hampered output 
delivery in both ADB and ADF operations. 
The achievement of core sector outcomes 
of ADB-supported operations continued to 
improve since 2010. However, it remained 
below the 80% target. In addition to sector 
outcomes, ADB-supported policy-based 
operations helped strengthen accountability 
and transparency in public sector management, 
implement reforms to support private sector 
61% (22) 19% (7)
6% (2)
14% (5)
Target met
Target unmet, but improved
Target unmet, no change
Target unmet, and worsened
Figure B: ADB’s Performance in 2012, 
Levels 3–4
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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Summary Performance Scorecard 2012
Asia and Pacific Development Outcomes (Level 1) ADB Countries ADF Countries
Poverty and Human Development Outcomes  good  poor 
Other Development Outcomes  good  good
ADB Performance ADB Operations ADF Operations
Core Outputs and Outcomes (Level 2)
Output Delivery  good  poor 
Outcome Achievement  poor  poor 
Operational Effectiveness (Level 3)
Quality of Completed Operations  poor  poor
Quality at Entry and Portfolio Performance  good  good
Finance Transfer and Mobilization  poor  mixed
Financing for Strategy 2020 Priorities  good  good
 Gender Mainstreaming  good  good
Knowledge Management  mixed  mixed
Partnerships  good  good
Organizational Effectiveness (Level 4)
Human Resourcesa  good  good 
Budget Adequacya  poor  poor
Business Processes and Practices  good  good
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund.
  good: Two-thirds or more of key performance indicators (KPIs) that make up the composite indicator achieved a  
green signal.
 mixed: At least half but less than two-thirds of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved a green signal.
 poor: Less than half of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved a green signal. 
Note: Gender mainstreaming is a KPI within the composite indicator “Financing for Strategy 2020 Priorities.”
a Indicators in this category measure ADB performance only.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
development, and develop government 
institutions and human capacities.
 X Level 3 Summary: ADB’s Operational 
Effectiveness
ADB achieved the targets for 15 of the 23 
indicators at level 3. Of the eight remaining 
indicators, four improved, one was unchanged, 
and three worsened compared with 2008 
performance. Of the five indicators assessing 
the quality of completed operations, ADB 
surpassed the 80% target for technical assistance 
projects rated successful. The success rates of 
recently completed sovereign operations, although 
falling short of the target, continued their steady 
improvement since 2009 (Figure C). The 3-year 
average success rate increased to 68% from 61% 
in 2009–2011. The annual success rate in 2012 
was 76%. Positive external perceptions about 
ADB’s effectiveness in reducing poverty improved 
from 50% in 2009 to 57% in 2012, 3 percentage 
points below the 60% target. 
Two indicators capturing the quality at completion 
of country assistance programs and nonsovereign 
operations declined. The combined rating of 
two country assistance program evaluation 
reports and two country operations final review 
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validation reports was 50% in 2012, while the 
average 4-year (2009–2012) success rate for 15 
completed country programs was 60%. The main 
weaknesses noted in these reports consistently 
related to program delivery and sustainability. The 
success rates of recently completed nonsovereign 
operations declined from 72% in 2009–2011 to 
68% in 2010–2012, largely because of the poor 
performance of finance operations. 
ADB met the targets for four of the five QAE 
and portfolio performance indicators. The 
performance of sovereign operations during 
implementation exceeded the 80% target, 
with 89% of the 579 active operations rated 
satisfactory. ADB also met the target for project 
start-up time, measured from approval to first 
disbursement. At the same time, further analysis 
pointed to the need for continued efforts to 
improve project readiness and implementation 
supervision. ADB met the QAE target for country 
partnership strategies in 2010 and 2012. ADB met 
the QAE targets for sovereign operations in three 
consecutive assessments (2008, 2010, and 2012). 
The QAE of nonsovereign operations improved 
considerably to 84% from 71% in 2010, nearly 
reaching the 85% target.
On finance transfer and mobilization, 
ADB met the cofinancing target despite the 
challenging environment. However, it missed 
the target for the two other indicators. The ratio 
of disbursed to available funds for sovereign 
operations remained slightly below the 23% 
target. For nonsovereign operations, the ratio 
fell below the target for the first time since 
2010, largely because of the significant increase 
in newly effective loans. 
All five indicators measuring the level of 
financing for Strategy 2020 priority areas 
exceeded their targets, demonstrating the 
strong focus and selectivity of ADB operations: 
85% of new operations supported the five 
core areas—infrastructure, environmental 
sustainability, regional cooperation and 
integration, finance sector development, and 
education. Financing for sectors outside the 
Strategy 2020 core areas increased in 2012, 
leading to a better balance between core and 
other sectors. Support for Strategy 2020 priority 
themes, including gender mainstreaming, 
continued to exceed targets. 
Of the two knowledge management 
indicators, the measure of ADB staff perceptions 
about ADB’s knowledge management continued 
to surpass the target, confirming improved 
leadership, processes, and incentives for 
knowledge development and sharing. The 2012 
external perceptions survey of ADB’s role as a 
knowledge bank also reported better results, but 
fell short of the target. All three indicators on 
partnerships—collaboration and coordination 
with other development partners and civil society 
organizations—continued to exceed targets.
 X Level 4 Summary: ADB’s 
Organizational Effectiveness
ADB’s organizational effectiveness saw  
strong performance in many areas. Of the  
13 indicators, 7 met their targets, 4 improved, 
and 2 were unchanged compared with 2008.  
In the human resources category, ADB 
met three of the four targets relating to the 
adequacy of staff resources for operations 
departments and resident missions, and staff 
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Figure C: Completed Sovereign Operations 
Rated Successful, 2008–2012 (%)
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
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engagement and satisfaction. Progress toward 
gender balance among international staff 
was substantial: the proportion of women 
international staff rose from 28% in 2008 to 
34% in 2012, 1 percentage point below the 
35% target. While all four indicators on budget 
adequacy remained off target, two improved 
following the sizable annual budget increases 
during 2010–2012.
ADB performed strongly in improving its 
business processes and practices, achieving 
the targets for four of the five indicators in this 
category. ADB delegated the administration 
of 44% of its projects to resident missions in 
2012, exceeding the 43% target for the first 
time. All three indicators measuring resident 
mission leadership—country programming, 
portfolio review, and economic work—were 
met. Although ADB did not achieve the targeted 
processing time for sovereign operations, 
processing time has shortened considerably for 
those operations that followed the streamlined 
business processes introduced in 2010.
To reinforce results-based performance 
management, ADB approved a new results 
framework in January 2013. The new 
framework will apply an improved structure 
and updated indicators and targets to assess 
ADB’s performance during 2013–2016. ADB 
refined the guidelines for preparing country 
development effectiveness briefs to reflect its 
contributions to country outcomes more clearly. 
ADB also updated its website to provide easier 
access to results data at the corporate, country, 
and project levels. 
 X 2013 Actions
The 2012 DEfR confirmed the progress made 
through various initiatives introduced since 
2008. At the same time, it reiterated the 
importance of project implementation—
particularly project readiness and supervision—
in increasing the effectiveness of ADB’s 
operations. To sustain this progress and 
advance toward the revised targets in the 
new results framework, ADB will focus on the 
following actions, keeping in mind the country 
and sector context:
1. Improve project success and outcomes 
Project readiness
•	 Adopt a target and time frame by the 
end of June 2013 for achieving project 
readiness for all infrastructure operations, 
focusing on completing before project 
approval (i) the detailed engineering 
design (or preliminary design depending 
on the contract structure), (ii) the bidding 
process for engagement of supervision 
consultants and contractors, (iii) necessary 
actions to ensure safeguard readiness,  
and (iv) government approvals and 
clearances relating to funding and 
institutional arrangements.
•	 Complete by the end of June 2013 the 
review of existing instruments for funding 
detailed engineering design. 
•	 Monitor and report progress on project 
readiness regularly at operations review 
meetings.
Procurement quality and efficiency
•	 Implement the recommendations of  
the recently approved ADB Procurement 
Governance Review, focusing on 
(i) adopting a risk-differentiated  
approach to procurement; (ii) involving 
procurement specialists early on in 
complex procurement; (iii) strengthening 
staff skills and capacity for procurement 
through accreditation, training,  
and outposting; and (iv) streamlining 
ADB’s procurement processes 
and measuring efficiency against 
minimum service standards.
Resources for project readiness and 
supervision 
•	 Reallocate and share staff resources 
as appropriate and increase staff skills 
xii
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in procurement and implementation 
supervision through targeted recruitment 
(including project engineers)  
and training. 
•	 Recognize more systematically good 
staff performance in improving project 
readiness and implementation supervision 
in staff performance reviews.
Finance sector operations 
•	 Consolidate finance sector skills and 
knowledge in support of operations, 
sequence operations to support reforms 
through technical assistance projects 
before approving projects and credit 
lines, and pursue focus and selectivity in 
responding to country needs.
Quality at entry 
•	 Continue to improve the QAE of country 
partnership strategies, and sovereign  
and nonsovereign operations following 
the recommendations of the QAE  
working group.
Quality of project completion reports 
•	 Strengthen quality control of project 
completion reports within operations 
departments; and clarify expected 
standards by updating guidelines 
for project completion reports, and 
Independent Evaluation Department 
validation reports and project performance 
evaluation reports, ensuring a consistent 
approach to rating project success across 
these three tools.
2. Increase the representation of women in 
international staff
•	 Complete the development Diversity and 
Inclusion Framework, 2013–2016, which 
will include new targets on representation 
of women international staff, and begin 
implementation of the framework.
3. Manage budget efficiently to support  
project outcomes 
•	 Ensure budget adequacy for project 
implementation through reallocation.
4. Improve project processing efficiency
•	 Continue to implement the 2010 
streamlined business processes.
In addition to these actions, ADB will revise its 
business processes and tools for collecting and 
validating data to ensure effective use of the new 
results framework from 2013. This will involve 
(i) updating staff guidelines for monitoring 
the new level 2 core sector indicators, and 
incorporating related changes into e-Operations 
accordingly, (ii) implementing the new staff 
guidance note on incorporating inclusive 
economic growth in country partnership strategies 
issued in March 2013, and (iii) conducting a 
communication campaign to inform ADB staff and 
external stakeholders about the content and use 
of the new results framework.  
Executive Summary
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Development Effectiveness Review 2012 Indicator Signals Explained 
Composite Indicator Scores
Score Explanation
  good Two-thirds or more of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved a green signal.
  mixed
At least half but less than two-thirds of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved  
a green signal. 
  poor Less than half of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved a green signal.
KPI = key performance indicator.
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
Key Performance Indicator Signals
Progress Signal Annual Changea 
Level 1 (Asia and Pacific Development Outcomes)b
At or above target—region’s performance at or above cutoff 
value for 2015 
On track—region’s performance on track to achieve cutoff 
value for 2015 
Improved
Stable
Deteriorated
Off track—region’s performance fell short of desired progress 
to attain cutoff value for 2015
Improved
Stagnated
Deteriorated
Levels 2–4 (ADB’s Performance)
ADB 2012 target achieved
ADB 2012 target not achieved 
Improved
Stagnated
Deteriorated
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
a	 	An	arrow	indicates	a	significant	(≥	3%)	change	from	previous	performance:	an	arrow	pointing	up	indicates	improvement;	
an arrow pointing down indicates deterioration.
b Level 1 uses progress against baselines to determine signals for indicators in the category Other Development Outcomes.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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1Introduction
The 2012 Development Effectiveness Review 
(DEfR) is the sixth annual corporate performance 
report of the Asian Development Bank (ADB). 
Using ADB’s corporate results framework,1 the 
review tracks development progress in Asia 
and the Pacific (level 1), and assesses ADB’s 
performance in implementing its long-term 
strategic framework, Strategy 20202 (levels 2–4), 
as shown in Figure 1. Based on this assessment, 
the DEfR identifies the main challenges ADB 
faces and proposes measures to overcome them. 
In addition, as 2012 marked the end of the first 
results framework period for levels 2–4, this DEfR 
examines whether ADB achieved the targets for 
each of the indicators. It also takes stock of the 
performance trends since 2008 for a range of 
indicators, charting how they were influenced by 
Management’s actions.
The 2012 DEfR uses green, amber, and red 
scorecard signals to encapsulate performance 
trends for ADB as a whole and the Asian 
Development Fund (ADF) as a subset. The full 
ADB performance scorecard for 2012 is in 
Appendix 1.3  
The 2012 DEfR is the last assessment based on 
the corporate results framework approved by 
ADB’s Board of Directors in 2008 and refined 
1 ADB. 2008. ADB Results Framework. Manila. The list of performance indicators, their definitions, and the methodology 
used to compile data are available at http://www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/ADB-Results-Framework/Results-
Framework-Indicators.pdf
2 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. Manila. 
3 The assessment of ADB generally covers (i) for level 1, progress in all of ADB’s developing member countries (DMCs); 
and (ii) for levels 2–4, ADB-supported operations funded by ordinary capital resources (OCR) and the ADF. The 
assessment of ADF generally covers (i) for level 1, progress in ADF countries (a subgroup of ADB DMCs that have 
access to the ADF, including blend countries with access to both OCR and the ADF); and (ii) for levels 2–4, ADF-funded 
operations. “ADB operations” refers to operations funded by OCR and the ADF. “ADF operations” refers to operations 
funded by the ADF. Lists of DMCs by country category are in Appendix 2. 
4 ADB. 2012. Review of the ADB Results Framework. Manila http://www.adb.org/documents/review-adb-results-framework
in January 2011.4 ADB will use its new results 
framework, approved by the Board in January 
2013, to assess its performance in 2013–2016. 
The new framework is a product of a review 
ADB initiated in January 2012 to reinforce its 
relevance as a corporate management tool. It 
continues to maintain a flexible approach that 
will allow further revisions in the future.
Level 1
Development progress in Asia and the Pacific
Level 2
ADB’s contribution to development results
Level 3
ADB’s operational effectiveness
Level 4
ADB’s organizational effectiveness
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
Figure 1: Strategy 2020  
Results Framework
2
3continued on next page
Level 1
Development Progress in the Region
ADB monitors development progress and 
challenges in Asia and the Pacific using level 1 
indicators. Level 1 uses two sets of indicators. 
The first set captures progress in reducing 
poverty and promoting human development, 
using selected Millennium Development Goal 
(MDG) indicators. The second set measures 
other development outcomes—growth, 
regional cooperation and integration, basic 
infrastructure provision, finance, governance, 
and the environment—that are integral 
to reducing poverty and raising the living 
standards of people in Asia and the Pacific.  
The explanation of the indicator signals used in 
level 1 is on page xiii.
 X Poverty and Human Development 
Outcomes ADB good ADF poor
The region as a whole made solid progress in 
reducing income poverty, increasing gender 
parity in primary and secondary education, 
and providing access to water in rural areas 
(Table 1 and Appendix 4). Indicators for primary 
education completion and urban access to an 
improved water source achieved their 2015 
targets for the first time. Progress in increasing 
women’s participation in nonagricultural wage 
employment was limited and reductions in child 
mortality have been insufficient. Sanitation 
provision in both rural and urban areas remains 
Table 1: Poverty and Human Development in Asia and the Pacific (Level 1)
Indicator
Asian Development Bank 
Countries
Asian Development Fund 
Countries
Asian Development Fund-
Only Countries
2005a
Latest 
2010
Target 
2015a 2005a
Latest 
2010
Target 
2015a 2005a
Latest 
2010
Target 
2015a
Population living on 
less than $1.25 
(PPP) per day (%)
27.1 20.5 28.1 28.5 21.9 30.7 34.8 22.3 35.2
Primary education 
completion rate, both 
sexes (%)
92.7 96.7 100.0 80.4 83.2 100.0 67.2 67.5 100.0
Ratio of girls to boys in:
 Primary education 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.87 0.93 1.00 0.81 0.88 1.00
 Secondary education 0.91 0.97 1.00 0.92 0.95 1.00 0.71 0.84 1.00
  Tertiary education 0.82 0.92 1.00 0.73 0.80 1.00 0.48 0.50 1.00
Development  Effectiveness Review 2012
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Table 1 continued
Indicator
Asian Development Bank 
Countries
Asian Development Fund 
Countries
Asian Development Fund-
Only Countries
2005a
Latest 
2010
Target 
2015a 2005a
Latest 
2010
Target 
2015a 2005a
Latest 
2010
Target 
2015a
Women in non-
agricultural wage 
employment (%)
 30.0 31.3 Increase 26.7 26.9 Increase  28.8 26.7 Increase
Under-5 child mortality 
(per 1,000 live 
births)
56 45b 29 63 51 35 88 71 48
Women (aged 15 and 
above) living with 
HIV (number, million)
 0.45 0.79b Reverse 0.22 0.34b Reverse 0.129 0.132b Reverse
Population with 
sustainable access 
to improved water 
source (%)
Urban 95.6 96.4 96.2 91.5 92.4 94.9 82.0 87.4 83.4
Rural 79.8 85.9 84.5 75.9 79.5 84.9 58.7 64.2 72.1
Population with 
sustainable access to 
improved sanitation (%)
Urban 67.0 70.9 77.9 71.1 73.6 82.3 64.0 67.6 78.8
Rural 37.5 43.3 58.8 43.0 48.5 63.1 32.4 36.2 61.2
PPP = purchasing power parity. 
Notes: 
1.  Asian Development Bank (ADB) countries include all of ADB’s developing member countries. Asian Development Fund 
(ADF) countries are a subset of ADB countries that have access to the ADF (including blend countries with access to 
both ordinary capital resources and the ADF). ADF-only countries are a subset of ADB countries that have access only to 
the ADF. ADB, ADF, and ADF-only country lists are based on country classification during the eighth ADF replenishment 
period (Appendix 2).
2.  Estimates are averages of actual country values weighted by population size or imputed country values wherever data 
are missing for the year required.
3.  For ADB and ADF latest values, bold font signifies that the indicator has achieved or is on track to achieve the 2015 
target.
a Some 2005 baselines and 2015 targets have been recalculated based on new data.
b 2011 data.
Sources: Regional aggregates are prepared by the Strategy and Policy Department using country data from the United 
Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) Statistics Division as part of the partnership 
between the ADB, UNESCAP, and the United Nations Development Programme on the Millennium Development Goals. 
Population data used as weights are from the United Nations Population Division, World Population Prospects: The 2010 
Revision; HIV data are from the Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS. 2011. Global Report: UNAIDS Report on 
the Global AIDS Epidemic 2011. Geneva. Forecasts were computed based on historical trends by the UNESCAP Statistics 
Division using the United Nations Millennium Development Goal Indicators database (http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/).
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below the 2015 target, although the latest 
data showed improvement. For the region 
as a whole, two-thirds of the MDG 2015 
targets have been achieved or are on track to 
be achieved;5 therefore the region’s score is 
now rated good. ADF countries are making 
insufficient progress as fewer than half of their 
performance targets have been achieved or 
are on track; consequently, progress in ADF 
countries is rated poor. The performance of 
ADF-only countries is similar to that of ADF 
countries, with only 5 of 12 poverty and human 
development indicators achieved or on track.6
While the region-wide progress continued 
to be impressive, country-level performances 
remained mixed. Of the 40 ADB developing 
member countries (DMCs), only 13 (33%) 
have achieved or are on track to achieve more 
than two-thirds of the MDG indicators. Of this 
group, 9 were ADF countries.
  Income Poverty ADB  ADF 
ADB, ADF, and ADF-only country groups all 
achieved the MDG target of halving extreme 
poverty well ahead of the 2015 deadline.7 
However, two major challenges remain. First, 
20% of the region’s population was still living 
in extreme poverty (defined as living on less 
than $1.25 a day) in 2010, about 70% of these 
people live in South Asia.8 Second, the threat 
of extreme poverty hangs over the vulnerable 
(defined as those living on $1.25–$2.00 a day). 
World Bank data showed that as the number 
of extreme poor declined, the number of the 
vulnerable grew from 700 million in 1990 to 
900 million in 2008.9
5 Assessment by ADB Strategy and Policy Department based on progress classification of the United Nations Economic 
and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) Statistics Division ADB/UNESCAP/United Nations 
Development Programme database on the MDGs. ADF-only countries only receive funding from the ADF.
6 Appendix 4, Tables A4.1–A4.3 provides the complete list of MDG indicators monitored by the partnership between 
ADB, the United Nations Development Programme, and UNESCAP, broken down into ADB, ADF, and ADF-only countries.
7 Of the 32 ADF countries, 17 were excluded from this assessment because limited data were available. However, most of 
the excluded countries have small populations.
8 Projections by the UNESCAP Statistics Division.
9 The cutoff to indicate achievement of the target for primary completion is 95%.
The strong economic growth experienced 
in the past had a major impact on reducing 
poverty, but in many countries growth has been 
accompanied by rising income inequality, which 
limits how much the poor can benefit from 
such growth. Inequality, as measured by the 
Gini coefficient, rose between the early 1990s 
and the late 2000s in 9 of the 25 ADB DMCs 
for which comparative data are available. These 
nine countries are home to 84% of the region’s 
population. The increase was most marked in 
the People’s Republic of China (PRC), followed 
by Sri Lanka, Mongolia, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), India, Georgia, 
Bangladesh, Tajikistan, and Indonesia.
  Quality of Primary Education—Primary 
Completion Rate ADB  ADF 
The region as a whole has already achieved 
the targeted primary school enrollment 
rates. Recently available data on the primary 
completion rate—a measure of education 
quality—indicates that progress is accelerating.9 
Data for 2007 and later showed rising 
primary completion rates in Armenia, Bhutan, 
Cambodia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz 
Republic, the Lao PDR, and Pakistan. The 
significant improvement in primary completion, 
together with near-universal enrollment,  
have made the ADB DMCs early achievers  
of the MDG target on universal primary 
education. However, the subgroup of ADF 
countries continues to lag in the achievement  
of this goal, and the situation is even more 
serious in ADF-only countries, where about  
one-third of children fail to complete  
primary schooling.
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  Gender Equality—Ratio of Girls to Boys in:
Primary Education ADB  ADF 
Secondary Education ADB  ADF 
Tertiary Education ADB  ADF 
Gender parity in primary and secondary education 
enrollment has already been achieved in ADB 
countries, and it is on track to be achieved in 
tertiary education.10 ADF countries achieved parity 
in secondary education and are likely to match this 
performance in primary education, while parity in 
tertiary education remains off track. The difference 
between the number of boys and girls enrolled  
in tertiary education is most pronounced in ADF-
only countries. 
  Women’s Empowerment—Women in Non-
Agricultural Wage Employment 
 ADB  ADF 
Women’s share of paid jobs outside the 
agriculture sector—a proxy indicator for women’s 
empowerment—grew slowly in Asia and the 
Pacific as a whole from 30.0% in 2005 to 31.3% 
in 2010. This figure is lower than that for sub-
Saharan Africa (33%), and considerably below the 
figure for Latin America and the Caribbean (43%). 
While women’s wage employment in the non-
agriculture sector has risen slowly in ADB and ADF 
countries, it has declined in ADF-only countries 
since 1990, largely because of reductions in 
Afghanistan and Nepal.11 12 13 14
  Access to Health—Under-5 Child Mortality
  ADB  ADF  
During 2005–2010, child mortality in the region 
fell by 20%, but the rate of progress is too slow 
to meet the 2015 target. If current trends 
continue, the region as a whole is forecast to 
10 A parity ratio of 0.95 is stipulated as the cutoff to indicate achievement of the target.
11 The figure for ADF-only countries declined from 28.8% in 2005 to 26.7% in 2010, whereas it increased slightly in ADF 
countries from 26.7% to 26.9% in the same period.
12 United Nations. 2012. The Millennium Development Goals Report 2012. New York.
13 Data may differ from that reported by countries due to analysis performed by the Joint United Nations Programme on 
HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS). Indonesia is included in the ADF country subgroup because it was an ADF country until 2009.
14 UNAIDS. 2012. Global Report: UNAIDS Report on the Global AIDS Epidemic. Geneva. p. 11.
reduce child mortality by 55% by 2015, well 
below the 67% reduction targeted. The vast 
majority of the child deaths in the region occur in 
South Asia. 
Key approaches to increasing child survival 
include ensuring women’s education; preventing 
undernutrition; expanding primary health care 
services; and removing the physical, social, and 
financial barriers to accessing such services.12
  Women Living with HIV ADB  ADF 
From 2005 to 2011, the number of women in 
ADB countries reported to be living with HIV 
increased by 300,000 to about 800,000. Most 
of this increase resulted from the inclusion 
for the first time of data for the PRC, where 
231,000 women were living with HIV. The 
number of women living with HIV in ADF 
countries rose by 50% from about 225,000 in 
2005 to about 336,000 in 2011, driven by the 
rising number of women with HIV in Indonesia, 
Pakistan, and Viet Nam.13 In ADF-only countries, 
numbers peaked in 2009 and subsequently 
declined slightly, leading to an overall increase 
of 2% in the same period. Seven of the nine 
countries in the world with an increasing 
incidence of reported HIV infection among 
adults are in Asia and the Pacific.14
  Sustainable Access to an Improved  
Water Source
Urban Population ADB  ADF 
Rural Population  ADB  ADF 
Urban and rural populations in ADB countries 
met the 2015 target for safe drinking water 
in 2010, indicating in major improvement in 
coverage from that reported in the 2011 DEfR. 
The region’s performance was boosted by new 
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data from six ADF-only countries—Bhutan, the 
Lao PDR, the Maldives, Mongolia, Myanmar, and 
Samoa—that have all either newly achieved their 
water targets or are now on track to meet them. 
For ADF countries however, this indicator remains 
off track for both urban and rural populations 
due to slow progress in 14 of the 32 countries in 
the group. If current trends continue, 97% of the 
region’s urban population and 88% of its rural 
dwellers will have access to an improved water 
source by 2015.
  Sustainable Access to Improved Sanitation:
Urban  ADB  ADF  
Rural   ADB  ADF  
Despite increases in sanitation coverage in most 
countries, the rate of progress fell short of that 
required to meet the 2015 sanitation target for 
ADB and ADF countries. Accelerated progress 
in Azerbaijan, the PRC, the Lao PDR, and Palau 
allowed these countries to become either early 
achievers or on track to meet their sanitation 
targets in 2010. However, the scale of deprivation 
in other countries weighed down the performance 
of the region as a whole. 
Table 2: Growth, Regional Cooperation and Integration, Infrastructure, Finance, 
Governance, and Environment in Asia and the Pacific (Level 1)
Indicator
Baseline Values Latest Values
Year ADB ADF
ADF-
Only Year ADB ADF
ADF-
Only
Growth
Gross domestic product per capita  
(at constant 2000 prices, $)
2006 1,120 698 364 2011 1,613 866 456
Regional cooperation and integration
Intraregional trade in total Asia and the 
Pacific trade (%)
2005 51 58 60 2011 50 62 69
Access to basic infrastructure
Telecommunications: fixed lines  
and mobile telephone subscribers  
(per 1,000 people)
2006 390 255 136 2011 869 903 647
Roads: paved roads for every 10,000 
people (kilometers)
2005 12 9 4 2009 14 10 5
Electricity: electrification rate (%) 2002 68 47 18 2010 82 66 50
Inadequate access to sanitation facilities is 
more severe in rural areas where coverage 
was only 43% in 2010 compared with 71% in 
urban areas. At the current rate of increase, 
improved sanitation coverage will reach only 
52% of the rural areas and 74% of the urban 
areas by 2015. ADF-only countries continue to 
experience higher levels of deprivation, with 
only about one-third of the rural population 
benefiting from access to improved sanitation.
 X Other Development Outcomes  
ADB good ADF good
Growth in the region continued, although at a 
more moderate level. Gross domestic product 
(GDP) per capita increased annually. While 
telecommunications access rose substantially, 
access to roads and finance remained largely 
unchanged (Table 2). The electrification rate 
increased more in ADF countries than in ADB 
countries. Intraregional trade contracted slightly 
for ADB countries as a whole and increased for 
ADF countries. The average time and expense 
required to start a business further declined. 
With all but one performance indicator 
continued on next page
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in the region in 2011, especially the PRC, 
India, Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand, and 
Viet Nam. ADB countries continued to grow 
more rapidly than ADF countries. The combined 
per capita GDP growth of ADF countries was 
steady at 4.4% in 2010 and 2011, supported 
by robust growth in the larger economies of 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, 
and Viet Nam. 
Economic growth in the region is likely to have 
slowed further in 2012 as the global economy 
remained sluggish owing to the euro debt crisis.15 
Domestic factors such as severe flooding and 
weaker domestic demand are also likely to have 
15 According to ADB staff estimates, GDP growth in the developing region slowed to 6.1% in 2012.
Indicator
Baseline Values Latest Values
Year ADB ADF
ADF-
Only Year ADB ADF
ADF-
Only
Finance
Banking assets to gross domestic 
product (%)
2005 78 58 59 2010 87 64 66
Governance
Cost to start business (% of gross 
national income per capita)
2006 42 48 59 2012 21 23 23
Time to start business (days) 2006 44 47 54 2012 28 27 33
Governance and public sector 
management assessment from 
country performance assessments
2006 3.3 3.3 2012 3.6 3.6
Environment
Carbon dioxide emissions  
(tons per capita)
2005 2.5 1.1 0.3 2009 3.2 1.3 0.4
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund. 
Notes:
1.  For ADB and ADF latest values, bold font signifies that the indicator is registering progress compared with the baseline value.
2.  ADB countries include all of ADB’s developing member countries. ADF countries are a subset of ADB countries that 
have access to the ADF (including blend countries with access to both ordinary capital resources and ADF). ADF-only 
countries are a subset of ADB countries that have access only to the ADF. ADB, ADF, and ADF-only country lists are based 
on country classification during the eighth ADF replenishment period (Appendix 2). 
3.  Intraregional trade as a share of total trade in Asia and the Pacific is computed as the ratio of the total trade of the 
country grouping with Asia and the Pacific to the country grouping’s total trade with the world. Total trade is the sum 
of exports and imports.
Sources: World Bank, World Development Indicators Online database for gross domestic product per capita, access to 
telecommunications, paved roads, and carbon dioxide emissions; International Finance Corporation and the World Bank, 
Doing Business Online database for cost and time to start business; International Monetary Fund, Direction of Trade Statistics 
CD-ROM (issued in December 2012) for intraregional trade; United Nations Population Division, World Population Prospects: 
The 2010 Revision for population; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, and International Energy 
Agency, World Energy Outlook 2012. Paris for electrification; ADB Office of Regional Economic Integration for finance; and 
ADB Country Performance Assessment Ratings 2012 for governance and public sector management.
Table 2 continued
registering progress, both ADB and ADF 
countries are rated good.
  Growth ADB  ADF 
Developing Asia felt the impact of the recent 
global slowdown arising from the sovereign 
debt problems in the eurozone in 2011. Growth 
in GDP per capita moderated to 7.3% in 2011 
after rebounding from the global financial crisis 
to 8.1% in 2010. The weak recovery of external 
demand along with the withdrawal of domestic 
stimulus packages and expansionary monetary 
policy in response to inflationary pressures 
slowed growth in many of the economies 
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played a role in driving economic trends. Slower 
growth in the PRC and India could outweigh the 
more rapid expansion in the major economies of 
Southeast Asia.  
  Regional Cooperation and Integration 
 ADB  ADF   
Trade integration, as indicated by the share of 
Asia and the Pacific’s total trade with the region 
to its total trade with the world, remained within 
a narrow range of 49%–51% during 2005–
2011. The rate and depth of regional trade varies 
across subregions. Southeast Asia and the Pacific 
had the highest trade with the region, averaging 
66% each in 2005 and increasing to 70% in 
2011. Central Asia’s trade share with the region 
increased from 24% to 32%, while South Asia’s 
share rose from 32% to 35% in the same period. 
East Asia’s trade has increased with both Asia 
and the Pacific and global markets. However, 
as East Asia is becoming more integrated with 
global markets, its trade share with Asia and the 
Pacific decreased from 49% in 2005 to 45% in 
2011, even as the overall volume rose. Asia and 
the Pacific has higher levels of intraregional trade 
than both sub-Saharan Africa (11%) and Latin 
America and the Caribbean (21%), and only  
16 percentage points less than the European 
Union (64%).16
  Access to Basic Infrastructure:
Telecommunications ADB  ADF  
Roads  ADB  ADF  
Electricity   ADB  ADF  
The number of fixed-line and mobile telephone 
subscriptions grew by 135% in ADB countries 
as a whole during 2006–2011 to an estimated 
3.2 billion. By 2011, there were 869 fixed lines 
and mobile subscriptions for every 1,000 people. 
Key factors contributing to the growth of 
telecommunication services are technological 
progress, user-oriented services, the expansion 
of information and communication technology 
infrastructure investments, and falling telecom 
rates (footnote 12). 
16 International Energy Agency. 2012. World Energy Outlook 2012. Paris.
Telecommunication subscriptions grew faster 
in ADF countries, where the penetration level 
reached 90%. ADF-only countries, which have a 
penetration rate of only 65%, show the greatest 
room for growth.
Connectivity through paved roads in ADB 
countries rose from 12 kilometers (km) per 
10,000 people in 2005 to 14 km per 10,000 
people in 2009, although the increase was 
marginal (0.02%) during 2009. The expansion 
in road access during 2005–2009 was driven 
largely by the 44% growth in the PRC’s road 
network along with 20% growth in each of 
the paved road networks in Indonesia and 
Viet Nam. The lack of more recent data makes 
it difficult to assess more recent trends. Progress 
in Asia and the Pacific compares favorably 
with that of sub-Saharan Africa, which had a 
small decrease during the same period (from 
3.77 km per 10,000 to 3.75 km per 10,000), 
and Latin American and the Caribbean, which 
had a slightly larger decrease (from 9.74 km per 
10,000 to 9.61 km per 10,000).
During 2002–2010, 410 million additional people 
gained access to electricity in ADB countries, 
bringing the electrification rate to 82% in 2010. 
This progress was realized despite the challenges 
posed by higher oil prices and inadequate finance 
for energy access improvements.16 However, 619 
million people remain without electricity in ADB 
countries, accounting for about half of the total 
without electricity globally. Three-quarters of 
those without electricity in the region live in South 
Asia. The electrification rate was lower at 66% in 
ADF countries.
  Finance ADB  ADF  
The share of bank assets to GDP in the region 
contracted slightly in 2010 compared with 
the previous year, decreasing in some Central, 
West, and South Asian economies. The global 
financial crisis, sovereign debt uncertainties 
in Europe, the weak outlook for growth in 
major economies, and ongoing deleveraging 
by European banks provided an unfavorable 
environment for growth in bank assets in 2010. 
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The proportion of adults with bank accounts 
in ADB countries increased, from 500 deposit 
accounts for every 1,000 adults on average in 
2005 to a peak of 698 per 1,000 in 2007, but 
declined in 2008 and 2009 as data became 
available for the Philippines (2008) and Indonesia 
(2009)—two populous countries with relatively 
low levels of banking access. Since 2009, there 
has been a steady increase to 626 per 1,000 
adults in 2011. The same pattern occurred in 
ADF countries, although with slightly lower 
proportions of access. About one-third of the 
adult population in ADB countries and almost 
half in ADF countries are not yet served by 
financial institutions.17
  Governance:
Cost to Start a Business ADB  ADF  
Time to Start a Business ADB  ADF 
Governance and Public Sector  
 Management  Assessment ADF 
20
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Figure 2: Cost to Start a Business  
(% of GNI per capita)
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, GNI = gross national income.
Sources: ADB Strategy and Policy Department, and International Finance Corporation and World Bank www.doingbusiness.org (accessed 24 
January 2013).
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Figure 3: Time to Start a Business (days)
The average cost of starting a business dropped 
significantly during 2004–2012 in all three 
country groups—ADB, ADF, and ADF-only.17 
The rate of reduction has tapered off and the 
trends of the country groups show convergence 
(Figure 2). Rapid improvements in the process 
of starting a business mirrored the significant 
progress made in improving business regulatory 
practices around the world.18 Slower progress 
in more recent years reflects the higher level of 
difficulty in undertaking the remaining reforms. 
The average time required to start a business 
also continued to fall in all three country groups 
(Figure 3). In 2012, starting a business took an 
average of 28 days in ADB countries, 27 days in 
ADF countries, and 33 days in ADF-only countries. 
All three groups greatly shortened the process 
from more than 50 days in 2005. The average 
time to start a business in sub-Saharan Africa 
decreased from 62 days in 2005 to 34 days in 
2012; in Latin America and the Caribbean, the 
average time fell from 74 days to 53 days in the 
same period.
17 Computed by ADB’s Strategy and Policy Department staff using country data on the number of depositors per 1,000 
adults in commercial banks, credit unions, financial cooperatives, deposit taking microfinance institutions, other 
depository corporations, and other deposit takers using the online Financial Access Survey Database of the International 
Monetary Fund http://fas.imf.org/ (accessed 23 January 2013).
18 International Finance Corporation and the World Bank. 2012. World Bank and IFC Report Finds Developing Countries 
Made Significant Progress in Improving Business Regulations. Press release. 23 October.
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Figure 4: Governance and Public Sector 
Management Assessment
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund.
Source: ADB Country Performance Assessment Ratings 2012 for 
governance and public sector management.
generated by sub-Saharan African countries. 
By contrast, per capita emissions of CO2 in 
developed regions fell because of the slowdown 
in economic activity during the global crisis 
(footnote 12). However, in absolute terms, CO2 
emissions remained far higher in developed 
regions, reaching 10 tons per capita among 
members of the Organisation for Economic 
 Co-operation and Development and 7 tons per 
capita in the eurozone. 
 -
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CO2 emissions (metric tons per capita)
Figure 5: ADB Developing Member 
Country Carbon Dioxide Emissions per 
Capita, 1989–2009
CO2 = carbon dioxide, GDP = gross domestic product.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department, 
and World Bank World Development Indicators online database 
(accessed 31 January 2013).
The results of ADB’s country assessments on 
governance and public sector management also 
showed positive trends. Both country groups 
increased their ratings only slightly in 2012 to 
3.62 (out of a top score of 6.0) for ADF and 
3.60 for ADF-only (Figure 4). In 2010–2012, 
ADF countries’ average scores were above 3.50 
for property rights and rule-based governance, 
quality of budget and financial management, 
and efficiency of revenue mobilization. Average 
ratings were below 3.50 for transparency, 
accountability and corruption in public sector, 
and quality of public administration.
  Environment—Carbon Dioxide Emissions 
Despite an overall increase in per capita carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions in ADB countries during 
1989–2009 (Figure 5), the CO2 emissions 
intensity of GDP trended down in the same 
period (Figure 6). There has also been a trend 
toward a decrease in the growth rate of CO2 
emissions per capita since 2004. However, this 
rate increased again in 2009, the latest year for 
which data are available. 
At 3.2 tons per capita, the CO2 emissions of 
ADB countries remained comparable to those 
of Latin America and the Caribbean, but 
were significantly higher than the 0.8 tons 
0
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4
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CO2 emissions (kg per $2,000 of GDP) 
Figure 6: ADB Developing Member 
Country Carbon Dioxide Emissions per 
$2,000 of Gross Domestic Product, 
1990–2009
CO2 = carbon dioxide, GDP = gross domestic product,  
kg = kilogram.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy 
Department, and World Bank World Development Indicators 
online database (accessed 31 January 2013).
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Level 2
ADB’s Core Outputs and Outcomes
Level 2 of the results framework assesses two 
aspects of ADB-supported operations: (i) the 
achievement of core sector outputs targeted for 
delivery in 2009–2012 (section A), and (ii) the 
contribution of recently completed operations—
sovereign and nonsovereign—to their intended 
outcomes (section B).19 Progress in these two 
areas determines the level 2 scores. Section 
A also reports the levels of outputs delivered 
during 2009–2012 and outputs planned 
from projects approved during 2009–2012 to 
assess trends. Section B also examines ADB’s 
performance in promoting the Strategy 2020 
priority themes of gender equity, governance 
and capacity development, environmental 
sustainability, private sector development, and 
regional cooperation and integration. Section 
C reviews ADB’s contribution to development 
outcomes at the country level based on 
two country assistance program evaluations 
(CAPEs).20 The explanation of the indicator 
signals used in levels 2–4 is on page xiii.21
 X Core Sector Outputs  
ADB good ADF poor
In previous DEfRs, the assessment focused on 
whether ADB was on track to deliver outputs  
19 In this report, “operations” is used as a collective term for the various types of ADB assistance financed by ADB’s OCR or 
the ADF, excluding assistance funded by technical assistance (TA) grants, which are referred to as “TA projects.”
20 ADB’s contribution to country development outcomes and impacts is also described in the development effectiveness 
country brief series. ADB completed an additional 5 country briefs in 2012, bringing the total to 27.
21 ADF operations have only 18 indicators with targeted outputs because one indicator—expressways built or upgraded—
had no programmed outputs for 2009–2012.
by the target year of 2012. This DEfR presents 
the final score on the delivery of targeted 
outputs from completed ADB operations. The 
results for the achievement of programmed 
core sector outputs from ADB operations during 
2009–2012 are satisfactory (Table 3). Of the 19 
core indicators, 13 (68%) met the 85% target, 
yielding an overall score of good. However, for 
ADF operations, only 8 (44%) of the 18 indicators 
achieved the 85% target.21 Therefore, the ADF’s 
performance is rated poor (Appendix 1).
  Achievement of Output Targets 
For ADB operations, delays in project 
implementation accounted for most of the 
difference between delivered and programmed 
core sector outputs. All 19 indicators are 
projected to exceed the 85% target by 2015. 
All education and finance indicators exceeded 
the target 85% achievement rate. One indicator 
for energy (transmission lines installed and 
upgraded) and one for transport (railway 
construction) fell below 85%. Water sector 
indicators all improved significantly compared 
with 2011 achievement rates. The achievement 
rate of new households served with water 
supply increased from 49% to 73%, wastewater 
14
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Table 3: Progress in Achieving 2009–2012 Output Targets of  
ADB-Supported Operations (Level 2)
Sector and Core Sector Outputs
Programmed 
for 
2009–2012a
Delivered 
by 2012 
(%)
Expected 
Delivery After 
2012 (%)
Education
Classrooms built or upgraded (number) 67,600 87 1
Teachers trained (number) 1,257,000 98 2
Students benefiting from school improvement programs or direct 
support (number)
25,481,000 96 1
Energy  
Installed energy generation capacity (MW equivalent) 15,700 90 6 
Transmission lines installed or upgraded (km) 6,200 74 26 
Distribution lines installed or upgraded (km) 68,200 88 1 
New households connected to electricity (number) 916,600 91 0
Greenhouse gas emission reduction (tCO2-equiv/yr) 10,808,000 89b 9 
Finance
Microfinance accounts opened or end borrowers reached (number) 2,431,000 99 0
SME loan accounts opened or end borrowers reached (number) 482,500 98 0
Transport
Expressways built or upgraded (km) 1,300 89 10
National highways and provincial, district, and rural roads built or 
upgraded (km)c
39,700 86 8 
Railways constructed and/or upgraded (km) 2,800 68 29
Beneficiaries from road projects (number)d 194,615,000 93 4
Water
Water supply pipe installed or upgraded: length of network (km) 16,200 79 20 
New households served with water supply (number) 4,574,000 73 15 
Wastewater treatment capacity added (cubic meters per day) 4,480,000 67 26 
New households served with sanitation (number) 6,460,000 51 43 
Land improved through irrigation services, drainage, and flood 
management (hectares)
3,223,000 86 13 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, km = kilometer, MW = megawatt, SME = small and medium-sized enterprises,  
tCO2-equiv/yr = tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent per year.
Notes:
1. Bold font signifies that the indicator achieved at least 85% of its targeted output by the end of 2012.
2.  By 2012, nonsovereign projects achieved 100% of SME loans (7,014), transmission lines (1,150 km), and greenhouse gas 
emission reduction (3,478,580 tCO2-equiv/year). They achieved 84% of the programmed distribution lines installed or 
upgraded (40,227 km) by 2012 and 97% of installed energy generation capacity (11,067 MW). The remaining outputs 
will be delivered after 2012.
a ADB financed about 35% of the total cost of operations that programmed these outputs.
b  The percentage is lower than that reported in the 2011 DEfR because one project that was labeled completed in 2011 
was still ongoing in 2012, and in another project staff estimates of achievement at physical completion were higher than 
actual figures reported in the project completion report.
c  Of the total target, 59% (23,000 km) represents the distance to be covered by rural roads. 
d About 24% of anticipated road beneficiaries are expected to benefit from rural roads.
Sources: ADB reports and recommendations of the President approved in 2003–2006 for programmed outputs; project 
completion reports issued in 2009–2012 for outputs delivered by 2012; extended annual review reports; and estimates from 
operations departments for targets and actual amounts delivered.
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treatment capacity from 39% to 67%, and 
households served with new sanitation 
from 18% to 51%. Nevertheless, the overall 
performance of water indicators remained lower 
than in other sectors, with all but one indicator 
(land improved through irrigation services, 
drainage, and flood management) failing to 
meet the targeted achievement rate because of 
implementation delays.
For the ADF, the achievement rates for 
programmed core sector outputs in 2009–2012 
were lower than for ADB operations. While all five 
education and finance indicators had achievement 
rates above the 85% target, achievement in 
energy, transport, and water remained modest, 
with only 3 of 13 indicators achieving the 
target (distribution lines installed or upgraded, 
beneficiaries from road projects, and water supply 
pipes installed or upgraded). Only 1% of the 
outputs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
none of the outputs for railways constructed  
and/or upgraded were realized.22 
As in ADB operations, implementation delays 
prevented the delivery of core outputs within 
the targeted time frame. In addition, 5 of 
the 18 indicators are not expected to deliver 
their targeted outputs after 2012. These 
include installed energy generation capacity, 
new households connected to electricity, 
new households served with water supply, 
wastewater treatment capacity, and households 
served with new sanitation.23 
  Output Trends
This section provides an overview of the 
composition of delivered and programmed 
outputs of ADB and ADF operations, as well 
as the direction of change in delivered and 
programmed outputs in the core sectors of 
operation. It documents changes in the mix 
22 Delays in one loan in Pakistan were responsible for the entire shortfall in greenhouse gas emissions reduction. Delays in 
one loan in Cambodia and one loan in the Lao PDR were responsible for the entire shortfall in railway construction. All 
three loans are ongoing and are expected to deliver the majority of their planned outputs.
23 Underachievement in one loan in Indonesia and two loans in Pakistan was responsible for most of the shortfall in the 
three water indicators. One loan in Afghanistan and one loan in Pakistan contributed most of the shortfall in energy 
generation and households connected to electricity.
and level of outputs over time, thereby enabling 
ADB to quantify and assess its current and 
future contribution to core sector outputs.
Delivered ADB Outputs
Compared with 2008–2011, the delivered 
outputs in 2009–2012 increased for 9 of the  
19 core sector output indicators (Appendix 5, 
Table A5.1). Increases were notable in 
•	 education: teachers trained and 
classrooms built,
•	 energy: installed energy capacity and 
greenhouse gas emission reduction, and
•	 water: all five indicators.
ADB supported the electrification of 2.3 million 
new households by installing or upgrading 
84,000 km of transmission and distribution lines 
during 2009–2012. More than 11.4 million 
students benefited from 265,300 new classrooms 
and other school improvement programs. ADB 
projects provided better access to clean water for 
6.2 million households. Irrigation, drainage, and 
flood management programs improved 22 million 
hectares of land. Road construction or upgrading 
provided better transport access for 368 million 
people in Asia and the Pacific. 
Delivered outputs decreased for all four 
transport indicators and both finance indicators. 
In both sectors, the decrease was because 
projects completed in 2012 were smaller in 
financial and output delivery terms than those 
completed in 2008. 
Programmed ADB Outputs
Outputs programmed to be delivered in 2015–
2018 by operations approved in 2009–2012 
increased significantly over the previous 4-year 
period (2014–2017) in 10 of 19 indicators:
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projects led to the installation of an additional 
230 megawatts of energy generation capacity. 
The installation and upgrading of 22,500 km 
of transmission and distribution lines helped 
connect 1.1 million more households in ADF 
countries to an electricity supply. Water projects 
enabled 2.3 million more households to be served 
with a clean water supply. The construction and 
upgrading of 36,000 km of roads benefited 
about 127.5 million people in Asia and the 
Pacific. Notable reductions compared with the 
previous 4-year period were seen in transmission 
and distribution lines installed or upgraded, new 
households connected to electricity, microfinance 
accounts opened, roads and railways built, and 
beneficiaries from road projects. The reasons  
for these changes mirror those identified for  
ADB outputs.
In outputs programmed for 2015–2018, 
all education, finance, and water indicators 
are expected to increase compared with the 
previous 4-year period (2014–2017). In the 
energy and transport sectors, increases are 
planned in transmission and distribution lines 
installed or upgraded, greenhouse gas emission 
reduction, expressways built or upgraded, and 
railways constructed and upgraded. Planned 
outputs for national highways and provincial, 
district, and rural roads built or upgraded 
declined. Reasons for the changes are similar to 
those identified for ADB outputs. 
  New Output Indicators for Energy, 
Transport, and Education
The new ADB corporate results framework 
approved in January 2013 includes a new 
set of indicators for energy, transport, and 
education. Baseline data for the indicators 
have been collected for 2009–2012 (Table 4). 
The planned outputs for renewable energy 
generation capacity and urban mass transit 
systems are trending up, while those for use of 
roads are trending down. The small number of 
railway operations leads to larger fluctuations 
in outputs than in other indicators. The 
large fluctuations in the outputs planned for 
education indicators are because of the small 
•	 education: all three indicators (classrooms 
built or upgraded, teachers trained, 
and students benefitting from school 
improvement programs or direct support);
•	 energy distribution lines installed or 
upgraded;
•	 finance: both indicators (microfinance 
accounts opened or end borrowers 
reached, and small and medium-sized 
enterprise loan accounts opened or end 
borrowers reached); and
•	 water: water supply pipes installed or 
upgraded; new households served with 
water supply; new households served with 
sanitation; and land improved through 
irrigation, drainage, and flood management. 
About 36 million students are expected to 
benefit from classrooms built and other school 
improvement programs, 6 million households 
will be connected to electricity, 259 million 
people are to benefit from road projects, and 
8.5 million more households will gain access to 
a clean water supply (Appendix 5, Table A5.1).
In the same period, fewer outputs were 
programmed for all four transport indicators. 
In the energy sector, fewer outputs were 
programmed for greenhouse gas emission 
reduction. Fewer large road projects contributed 
to the drop in planned transport outputs. This 
decrease was offset by the steady expansion 
in the planned delivery of urban rail- and 
bus-based mass transit systems. Unlike road 
projects, these outputs are not covered by the 
2008–2012 results framework. In the energy 
sector, greenhouse gas emission reductions 
programmed for delivery in 2015–2018 
decreased compared to those programmed for 
2014–2017, but remained higher than in all 
previous periods. 
Delivered and Programmed ADF Outputs
For ADF operations, delivered outputs in 2009–
2012 grew for 9 of the 19 indicators (Appendix 5, 
Table A5.2). ADF resources enabled the 
construction or upgrading of 250,000 classrooms, 
which benefited 4.2 million students. Energy 
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number of projects, which in some years include 
sector-wide programs with many beneficiaries.
 X Contribution to Development Outcomes 
ADB poor  ADF poor
To determine ADB’s contribution to development 
outcomes, 108 sector components24 were 
reviewed (85 for core sectors and 23 for2526 
other sectors) using 67 project and program 
completion reports (PCRs) and 14 extended 
annual review reports (XARRs) issued in 2012 
(Appendix 6). Of the 81 operations, 20% 
consisted of multisector components. Two-thirds 
24 A “sector component” refers to an operation in one sector or a component of an operation with components in more 
than one sector.
25 In this report, validation results include those from PCR validation reports and project performance evaluation reports.
26 The effectiveness ratings were adjusted by calculating projected validation results based on the historical changes 
in effectiveness ratings in the five core sectors resulting from upgrading or downgrading of effectiveness ratings 
in PCRs through validation and evaluation reports. Ratings for 2008–2010 have been updated to reflect actual IED 
downgrading or upgrading of PCR ratings, while those for 2011–2012 have been adjusted using actual validations 
and projected validation results (Appendix 3, Table A3.4). Outside the core sectors, sample sizes are small, therefore 
adjusted rates would not be representative and only unadjusted rates are given.
of the operations reviewed in PCRs and XARRs 
were approved during 2003–2006, and the full 
set was approved during 1996–2010. To allow a 
more realistic assessment of performance trends, 
the 2012 DEfR introduces adjusted effectiveness 
ratings based on projected Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) validation results.25 
The adjusted effectiveness ratings are reported 
unless otherwise indicated.26 
Outcome performance continued to rise as 
the unadjusted effectiveness rate for ADB 
(82%) and ADF (85%) surpassed the 80% 
target. However, when effectiveness rates of 
non-validated PCRs issued in 2011 and 2012 
Table 4: Planned Outputs Using New Energy, Transport, and Education Indicators 
Sectors and Indicators 2009 2010 2011 2012
Energy
Installed energy generation capacity—renewable 
(megawatts) 1,481 1,871 875 1,046
Transport
Use of roads built or upgraded (average daily vehicle-
kilometers in the first full year of operation) 16,289,000 21,510,000 17,574,000 12,295,000
Use of railways built or upgraded (average daily ton-
kilometers in the first full year of operation) 619,375,000 1,000,000 113,121,000 0
Urban rail- and bus-based mass transit systems built 
or upgraded (kilometers) 13.0 12.8 12.5 48.0
Education
Students benefiting from new or improved educational 
facilities (number) 137,400 70,600 798,200 1,124,500
Students educated and trained under improved quality 
assurance systems (number) 1,313,200 127,220 17,614,200 70,000
Teachers trained with quality or competency standards 
(number) 471,000 14,000 188,000 40,900
Source: Asian Development Bank reports and recommendations of the President issued since 2009. 
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are adjusted, the 2012 annual effectiveness 
rate remains below target. Consequently, 
performance is rated poor for both ADB and 
the ADF. Nevertheless, the trend over the past 
2 years has been positive.
A comparison of output and outcome 
achievement analyses shows a strong link 
between successful delivery of outputs and 
achievement of outcomes. The separate 
assessments of outputs and outcomes in  
2012 covered 34 operations in common.  
Of these operations, 31 substantially  
achieved or exceeded targets for core  
sector outputs and also effectively  
achieved outcomes.27 
The 2012 traffic light scores for ADB are 
green for outputs and red for outcomes. 
The mismatch between these scores is due 
to three main factors. First, while output 
ratings are based on ADB-wide delivery 
achievement, outcome scores are based on 
project component ratings. This means that 
projects with relatively large amounts of 
delivered outputs have a disproportionate effect 
on the overall outputs score, whereas each 
project component carries an equal weight 
in determining outcome ratings. Second, 
the measurement approaches differ: output 
scoring uses 4-year, cumulative data, whereas 
outcomes are assessed using annual data. Third, 
the sample sizes are different: outputs include 
270 operations approved in 2003–2006, while 
outcomes are assessed on 85 core sector 
components approved in 1996–2010. 
  Achievement of Outcomes in ADB’s Core 
Sectors of Operation 27 
 ADB  ADF  
Achievement of core sector outcomes improved 
since 2010, reaching 72% in 2012 from 50% in 
2010 for ADB overall, and 74% from 49% for the 
ADF in the same period (Figure 7 and Appendix 
6, Table A6.1). The annual outcome achievement 
rate increased in four of the five core sectors. In 
2012, outcomes in the water sector improved 
to 78% in 2012 from 48% in 2010, education 
outcomes rose to 86% from 29%, energy to 82% 
from 56%, and transport to 85% from 63%. 
Finance was the only core sector with declining 
performance: effectiveness rates lowered to 36% 
in 2012 from 68% in 2011 and 44% in 2010.28 
Factors contributing to the poor performance 
in this sector are discussed on page 21. The 
improved overall performance was influenced 
by the increase in the effectiveness of Pakistan 
components to 80% in 2012 from 17% in 2011 
and 20% in 2010 as the effects of the earlier 
portfolio restructuring receded.29 
Using the 3-year (2010–2012) average 
effectiveness rate, transport remained the 
best-performing sector (77%), followed by 
energy (71%). The weaker sectors were water 
(57%), education (54%), and finance (52%) 
(Figure 8).30 The effectiveness of sector outcomes 
in multisector projects (unadjusted) improved 
notably to 83% in 2012 from 65% in 2011 
and 50% in 2010 because of the improved 
performance across all sector components  
except finance.31
27 The three operations that missed the output targets were rated less than effective.
28 Of the 15 components originally rated less than effective in 2012, 11 (73%) were in the finance sector. “Originally 
rated” refers to pre-validation ratings.
29 Figures for Pakistan are unadjusted. Portfolio restructuring typically involves the closure of projects before their expected 
completion date. This leads to substantial cancellations which temporarily depress project ratings.
30 These calculations are based on PCRs, PCR validation reports, project performance evaluation reports issued during 
2010–2012, and projected adjustments for 2011 and 2012.
31 Multisector projects may have multiple components from one or more core sectors. The outcome of each of these 
components is analyzed separately for outcome achievement.
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sustainability through the use of renewable 
energy, such as wind power (the PRC and India), 
and the promotion of cleaner fuels, such as 
compressed natural gas (India and Indonesia).
In Pakistan, the installation of 29 km of 
distribution lines in the Sustainable Livelihoods 
in Barani Areas Project helped provide electricity 
connections to 581 households.34 The inclusion 
of biogas plants in this project also provided an 
alternative fuel for 2,517 households, reducing 
the time women spend collecting fuelwood. 
Good performance in energy components 
was supported by satisfactory management of 
social safeguard issues, and good coordination 
of project activities by ADB and implementing 
agencies. The one component rated less than 
Energy. The annual effectiveness rate of 
energy components increased to 82% in 2012 
from 71% in 2011. Their 3-year outcome 
performance also rose to 71% during 2010–
2012 from 59% in 2009–2011.32 
Energy components achieved outcomes 
of improved access, quality, efficiency, and 
sustainability of power supply in eight countries. 
About 174,000 households gained access to 
electricity through ADB-supported projects 
that constructed transmission and distribution 
lines (3,600 km) and added more than 6,000 
megawatts of energy generation capacity.3334 
Increased access to power through the expansion 
of transmission and distribution lines helped meet 
the power demand in rural and urban areas. ADB 
also contributed to promoting environmental 
32 Of the 15 energy components reviewed, 11 were in the core sector, 3 were multisector, and 1 was in agriculture and natural 
resources. In terms of scope, 11 were national, 3 were urban, and 2 were rural (including 1 that was both urban and rural).
33 Of the 6,000 megawatts supplied, 226 were generated using renewable sources.
34 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Sustainable Livelihoods in Barani Areas Project in Pakistan. Manila.
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effective35 suffered from inadequate compliance 
with standard safeguard measures by the 
implementing agency, which resulted in delays 
and shortfalls in the utilization of loans for 
several subprojects.
Transport and communication. In 2012, 85% 
of transport components were rated effective in 
achieving outcomes, compared with 79% in 2011. 
The 3-year average effectiveness rate increased to 
77% from 70% in the previous period. Transport 
and communication achieved the highest annual 
and 3-year average effectiveness rates for the 
second consecutive year.36 
Outcomes achieved by transport components 
in 2012 include increased access of rural 
people to markets and social services, and more 
efficient and sustainable transport networks and 
services. About 128 million people living in both 
urban and rural areas benefited from new and 
upgraded expressways (200 km) and national, 
provincial, district, and rural roads (14,200 
km). In addition, ADB helped reduce transport 
bottlenecks in the PRC’s national network 
through the Yichang–Wanzhou Railway Project, 
which built 377 km of railways.37 
The West Bengal Corridor Development Project 
in India helped improve connectivity between 
Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, and Nepal by cutting 
travel time by about 40% on average for the 
subprojects and reducing vehicle operating 
costs by 25%–30%.38 The rehabilitation of rural 
roads funded by the same project also improved 
villagers’ access to schools, hospitals, and 
markets; and helped raise household incomes  
by 10%–15% per year after the project roads 
were completed.39
35 In March 2012, IED revised the labeling of evaluation rating categories from “partly” or “less” to “less than” (e.g., 
“less successful” becomes “less than successful”) to improve clarity. For simplicity, this report uses the new terminology 
regardless of when the assessment was made.
36 Of the 24 transport and communication components reviewed in 2012, 12 were in the core sector. The other 12 were in 
multisector (5), agriculture and natural resources (5), and water and other municipal infrastructure and services (2).
37 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Yichang–Wanzhou Railway Project in the People’s Republic of China. Manila.
38 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: West Bengal Corridor Development Project in India. Manila.
39 Of the 18 water components reviewed in 2012, 13 were in the core sector and 5 were in agriculture and natural 
resources (3) and multisector (2) operations.
Transport components were effective in  
achieving outputs and outcomes because 
of high-quality road design and the 
implementation of road safety and 
environmental mitigation measures. Many 
transport operations included capacity building 
programs on management and operation 
and maintenance (O&M), which significantly 
improved the effectiveness of those projects and 
their prospects for sustainability. 
Water. The effectiveness rate of water 
components increased substantially to 78% 
in 2012 from 48% in 2011.39 The outcome 
performance improved from 52% in 2009–2011 
to 57% in 2010–2012, but was still low due to 
the poorer performance of water components 
in 2010 and 2011. 
Water components achieved outcomes of 
improved access to and quality of water supply 
and sanitation services. About 2.5 million 
households in 10 countries benefited from the 
installation or upgrading of about 9,400 km 
of water supply pipes and/or networks. About 
600,000 additional households gained access 
to improved sanitation through ADB-funded 
projects that added 1.8 million cubic meters per 
day of wastewater treatment capacity. Improved 
sanitation also helped reduce the incidence of 
waterborne diseases and improve the quality of 
life of the urban poor by eliminating uncollected 
sewage in poor neighborhoods.
Water components in agriculture and 
multisector operations improved an estimated 
1.6 million hectares of land through better 
irrigation services and flood management, 
leading to increased agricultural productivity 
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and incomes of farmers, mainly in Cambodia, 
Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Viet Nam.  
These outcomes were achieved because of the 
high quality of detailed engineering designs 
of water supply and treatment plants, and 
greater involvement of communities and local 
governments in project implementation and 
facilities maintenance. However, the intended 
outcomes of two water components were 
compromised by low achievement of outputs 
because of insufficient O&M capacity and 
inadequate procurement standards of the 
implementing agencies. 
Finance. Finance components had the lowest 
annual effectiveness rate of 36% in 2012, 
dropping from 68% in 2011. They also had the 
lowest 3-year effectiveness rate at 52% in 2010–
2012, a decline from 58% in 2009–2011.4041 
Finance components in 2012 targeted outcomes 
of expanded outreach of financial services and a 
more sustainable financial system through capital 
market development and policy, regulatory, and 
banking reforms. Finance components valued at 
about $25 million enabled 700,000 borrowers 
in Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Pakistan, and 
Sri Lanka to access credit. In addition, 1,600 
small and medium-sized enterprises undertook 
business activities in rural and urban areas  
using $10 million in credit provided under 
finance components. 
In sovereign finance projects, factors that 
contributed to the less than effective outcome 
achievement included (i) inadequate technical 
and managerial capacity of implementing 
agencies and participating financial institutions, 
(ii) inappropriate technical design and complex 
institutional arrangements, (iii) lack of progress 
on crucial reforms, and (iv) external factors 
including security issues. Policy-based finance 
operations mainly suffered from complex and 
ambitious policy reforms, and low government 
40 Of the 19 finance components reviewed in 2012 (12 sovereign and 7 nonsovereign operations), 12 were in the core 
sector. The other 7 were in agriculture and natural resources (5) and multisector (2).
41 Of the 9 education components reviewed in 2012, 7 were in the core sector and 2 were in multisector operations.
ownership and implementation capacity. 
Underperforming nonsovereign finance projects 
suffered from unattractive market conditions, 
inadequate project structuring, and weak 
capacity of participating financial institutions to 
conduct due diligence of business proposals. 
ADB recognizes the severity of the challenges in 
the finance sector and is introducing measures to 
address them.  
Education. The effectiveness rate increased 
to 86% in 2012 from 41% in 2011.41 Better 
performance of education components 
increased the 3-year effectiveness rate to 
54% in 2010–2012 from 45% in 2009–2011. 
Education components that were rated effective 
were generally well-designed, responsive, and 
aligned with governments’ plans and priorities. 
In most of the effective components, the 
government showed commitment to improving 
education outcomes, put in place supportive 
education policies, and provided continuous 
training to education professionals. 
Education components achieved improved 
access to and quality of learning outcomes 
in basic and vocational education. About 
2.7 million students in Cambodia, Indonesia, 
the Maldives, Mongolia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, 
and Uzbekistan benefited from ADB-supported 
outputs in 2012, such as new or upgraded 
classrooms (241,000), teachers trained 
(666,000), and the provision of direct support 
such as scholarships and books. Education 
components included continual competency 
building measures in education management, 
and the design and development of training 
and instruction materials.
The Information and Communications 
Technology in Basic Education Project in 
Uzbekistan helped improve the quality of and 
create equitable access to basic education 
for students in rural and poor areas through 
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Table A6.2). The 3-year average also increased 
to 76% during 2010–2012 from 68% during 
2009–2011. All health and trade and industry 
components were rated effective, while 88% 
of public sector management components and 
78% of agriculture components received the 
same rating. Outcome achievement increased in 
all four other sectors from 2009–2011 to 2010–
2012. Figures for other sectors of operation 
are unadjusted, original ratings (footnote 26). 
Therefore, the effectiveness rates of core and 
other sectors are not directly comparable. 
Agriculture. Seven of nine (78%) agriculture 
components reviewed in 2012 were rated highly 
effective or effective, a decline from the 2011 
rate of 88%. The 3-year effectiveness rate was 
75%. Outcomes of agriculture components 
included increasing the incomes of farmers and 
fishers through higher agricultural productivity, 
expanded access to agricultural inputs and 
technologies, and more sustainable use of 
natural resources.42
Through the Emergency Assistance for Food 
Security Project in Bangladesh, ADB paid special 
attention to ensuring food security for poor and 
vulnerable people affected by natural disasters 
and rising food prices.43 The project facilitated 
open-market sales of food grains to a wider 
population, enhanced food entitlements for 
the poor, and strengthened monitoring of food 
supplies and prices, raising living standards 
through greater food intake, better nutrition, 
and higher income.
Health. All five health components achieved 
target outcomes in 2012 compared with two 
of three (67%) components in 2011. Good 
outcome performance was maintained at 81% 
for 16 components reviewed during 2010–
2012. ADB helped improve the availability of 
and access to quality health services through 
its health operations in Pakistan, Sri Lanka, 
Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam.
42 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Information and Communications Technology in Basic Education Project in Uzbekistan. 
Manila.
43 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Emergency Assistance for Food Security Project in Bangladesh. Manila.
greater use of information and communication 
technology.42 The project established 860 model 
schools and trained 416,000 teachers on the 
advanced use of information and communication 
technology and internet connectivity. It helped 
improve the average level of knowledge of 
students to 81% in mathematics, language, 
and science against the baseline of 71% before 
project implementation. 
Sustainability of outcomes. In 2012, 87% of 
core components originally rated effective (61 
of 70) were likely to sustain achieved outcomes, 
a 2 percentage point increase from the 2011 
figure. These included all components originally 
rated effective in energy and finance, 87% 
of transport components, 78% of education 
components, and 75% of water components 
(all unadjusted). 
The reasons for the higher sustainability of 
energy outcomes include (i) improved O&M 
capacities of implementing agencies, (ii) the 
adoption of O&M policies and procedures, and 
(iii) higher demand for high-quality services. 
For finance components, the key factors for 
sustaining results are (i) the viability of financial 
services and banking institutions, and (ii) a 
policy and regulatory environment conducive to 
financial and capital market development. 
Nine components (13%) that were effectively 
delivered were rated less likely sustainable 
because of (i) inadequate government budget 
for O&M, (ii) insufficient consideration in  
project design of the capacity of implementing 
agencies and communities to manage 
infrastructure facilities, and (iii) low-quality 
engineering designs. 
  Achievement of Outcomes in ADB’s  
Other Sectors of Operation
Outcome achievement in other sectors rose to 
87% in 2012 from 74% in 2011 (Appendix 6, 
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Two health operations in Viet Nam rated 
effective—the Rural Health Project and the 
Health Care in the Central Highlands Project—
benefited 4 million women, children, ethnic 
minorities, and poor and disadvantaged 
people by improving the quality of primary 
health care.44 Outputs included upgraded 
facilities and equipment in regional, 
provincial, and district hospitals; increased 
capacity of health professionals; and stronger 
financing and management of health services 
through community participation and public 
communication. Health programs focused on 
safe motherhood, nutrition, HIV/AIDS, injury 
prevention, and the hazards of smoking.  
Industry and trade. Only one operation 
was reviewed in 2012—the Regional Customs 
Modernization and Infrastructure Development 
Project in Tajikistan—and was rated effective 
(compared to 3 of 4, 75% in 2011).45 The 3-year 
outcome performance increased to 71% (5 of 7 
components rated effective) from 67% in  
2009–2011. The project largely achieved 
its intended outcome of more efficient and 
transparent customs services, and facilitated 
regional trade and customs cooperation.  
An automated customs information system 
reduced the processing time of import clearances 
from 10 days to 1–2 days, increasing revenue 
collections from a baseline of $103 million to 
$485 million after the project.46 47 
Public sector management. Seven of eight 
public sector management components (88%) 
in 2012 were rated effective in achieving 
outcomes (compared to 8 of 11, 73% in 
2011). The 3-year effectiveness rate increased 
44 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Rural Health Project in Viet Nam. Manila; and ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Health 
Care in the Central Highlands Project in Viet Nam. Manila.
45 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Regional Customs Modernization and Infrastructure Development Project in Tajikistan. 
Manila.
46 Thematic outcomes are rated by ADB Strategy and Policy Department staff. An operation or TA project was judged to be 
effective based on assessment of the achievement of the thematic outcome in the PCR or XARR.
47 Strategy 2020 identifies gender equity, good governance and capacity development, and private sector development 
as drivers of change. PCRs were reviewed in terms of their contribution to these four themes and the two thematic 
operational areas: environmental sustainability and regional cooperation and integration. Figures for 2010 and 2011 
were recalculated from component-based to PCR-based.
to 78% from 71% during 2009–2011. 
Public sector management operations in 
seven countries helped (i) improve public 
fiscal management and planning capacities, 
(ii) increase accountability in management of 
local government finances, and (iii) provide 
timely budgetary support to respond to 
economic crises. One public sector management 
component rated less than effective focused on 
sound reforms in public financial management, 
but found the reforms overly ambitious and 
unrealistic to implement because of inadequate 
institutional capacities. 
  Achievement of Thematic Outcomes of  
ADB Operations
“Thematic outcomes” refer to outcomes 
delivered in ADB’s priority areas of capacity 
development, environment, gender, governance, 
private sector development, and regional 
cooperation and integration. ADB contributes 
to priority thematic areas through its operations 
(including policy-based ones) (Appendix 6, Table 
A6.3) and technical assistance (TA) projects.46 
In 2012, targeting of thematic outcomes in 
recently completed operations ranged from 40% 
for capacity development to 6% for regional 
cooperation and integration. As Table 5 shows, 
effectiveness was highest for environmental 
sustainability (95%) and capacity development 
(94%) and lowest for regional cooperation and 
integration (60%).47 All figures for thematic 
outcomes are unadjusted (footnote 26).
Targeting of thematic outcomes in recently 
completed TA projects (2011–2012) ranged from 
84% for capacity development (234 projects) 
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to 4% for gender equality (12 projects).48 The 
effectiveness in achieving TA thematic outcomes 
was mixed. More than 80% of TA projects 
supporting governance, capacity development, 
environmental sustainability, and regional 
cooperation and integration were effective in 
achieving intended outcomes. The effectiveness 
rates were lower for TA projects targeting gender 
equality (50%) and private sector development 
(66%) (Appendix 6, Table A6.5).
Contribution to Environmental 
Sustainability
Of the 81 completed sovereign and nonsovereign 
operations reviewed in 2012, 20 operations 
(25%) targeted environmental sustainability, and 
almost all of them achieved significant results 
(Table 6). Operations with this theme aimed to 
support clean energy (10% of all operations), 
improve environmental management (12%), 
ensure safe and clean water supply (9%), 
promote environmental awareness (6%), and 
reduce CO2 emissions (2%). All operations that 
specified targets were effective in contributing 
to the outcomes of reduced CO2 emissions, clean 
energy, and clean and safe water supply; 90% 
(9 of 10) of operations contributing to improved 
environmental management were effective; and 
the same was true for 80% (4 of 5) of operations 
to improve environmental awareness.48  
Two transport operations helped reduce CO2 
emissions and air pollutants. The Xi’an Urban 
Transport Project in the PRC addressed motor 
vehicle emissions by implementing an action 
plan for air quality management, as well as 
through vehicle emissions controls including  
a mobile emissions inspection system.49
All clean energy development operations 
were effective in achieving results. In India, 
the Gujarat Paguthan Wind Energy Financing 
Facility supported the use of clean energy from 
48 The review covered 135 TA completion reports issued in 2011 and 143 in 2012, excluding project preparatory TA projects.
49 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Xi’an Urban Transport Project in the People’s Republic of China. Manila.
Table 5: Thematic Outcomes in ADB Operations, 2010–2012 (%)
Theme
2012a 2010–2012b
Operations 
Targeting 
Specific 
Outcome
Operations 
Effective  
in Achieving 
Target
Operations 
Targeting 
Specific 
Outcome
Operations 
Effective in 
Achieving  
Target
Environmental sustainability 25 95 32 86
Regional cooperation and integration 6 60 9 63
Gender equality 34 65 37 54
Governance 28 70 57 74
Capacity development 40 94 67 75
Private sector development 31 72 50 65
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Note: Numbers do not sum precisely because an operation may have one or more thematic target and achievement.
a  Analysis is based on 67 sovereign and 14 nonsovereign operations, except for gender, which was only targeted in 
sovereign operations.
b  Analysis is based on 221 sovereign and 34 nonsovereign operations, except for gender, which was only targeted in 
sovereign operations.
Sources: ADB project completion reports and extended annual review reports issued in 2010–2012, and Strategy and Policy 
Department.
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Table 6: Environmental Outcomes in ADB Operations, 2010–2012 (%)
Environment Results 
2012 2010–2012
Components 
Targeting 
Specific Outcome
Components 
Effective in 
Achieving Target
Components 
Targeting 
Specific Outcome 
Components 
Effective in 
Achieving Target
Carbon dioxide emissions reduced 2 100 7 88
Clean energy supported 10 100 6 94
Clean and safe water supply and 
sanitation systems improved
9 100 15 76
Environmental management improved 12 90 20 80
Environmental awareness improved 6 80 13 81
Total 25 95 32 86
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Note: Numbers do not sum precisely because an operation may have one or more environmental target and achievement. 
The analysis is based on sovereign and nonsovereign operations.  
Sources: ADB project completion reports issued in 2010–2012, and Strategy and Policy Department. 
wind power, developing renewable energy, and 
helping reduce emissions of greenhouse gases 
and other pollutants in a country heavily reliant 
on thermal power.50 About 6.5 million tons 
of CO2 equivalent per year were saved in five 
energy operations in the PRC and India. 
Seven operations supported the provision of 
clean water in the PRC, Georgia, India, Nepal, 
Pakistan, and Samoa, and all were effective in 
achieving the intended outcomes. The Urban 
and Environmental Improvement Project in 
Nepal, for example, helped improve drinking 
water quality and sewerage disposal practices, 
improving public health and reducing the 
pollution of groundwater and surface water in 
the vicinity of the project. 51 52
Of the 10 operations intended to improve 
environmental management, 9 were effective 
in achieving outcomes. Seven infrastructure 
operations (energy, transport, and water) 
achieved improved environmental management 
through sector-wide institutional and capacity 
50 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Gujarat Paguthan Wind Energy Financing Facility in India. Manila.
51 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Urban and Environmental Improvement Project in Nepal. Manila.
52 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project in Indonesia. Manila.
development reforms. These reforms included 
the adoption of better environmental guidelines 
and the creation of regulatory and inspection 
agencies, complemented by the provision of 
training on monitoring and strict compliance 
with environmental procedures. In Indonesia’s 
Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management 
Project, an effective management program on 
marine ecosystems and coastal resources helped 
increase live coral cover by an average of 9.4% 
annually, greatly exceeding the 2% target.52 
One less   effective operation in the water 
sector suffered from capacity and resource 
constraints, which resulted in the environmental 
management and monitoring plan not  
being developed.  
Of the five operations intended to increase 
environmental awareness, four were effective 
in achieving results. Operations were designed 
to provide public awareness activities covering 
public health and water conservation, and 
education on environmental protection. The 
environmental outcome of one operation was 
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unclear based on PCR assessment and was 
therefore rated less satisfactory.
About 19% of TA projects targeted 
environmental sustainability as an intended 
outcome and 74% of those were effective 
(Appendix 6, Table A6.5). A regional TA project, 
Improving the Health Status of Vulnerable 
Communities Threatened by Legacy or Artisanal 
Pollution, systematically assessed the health 
risks associated with artisanal toxic waste sites 
and estimated remediation costs.53 This project 
provided a feasibility study for the development 
of a financing mechanism, such as a health and 
pollution fund, to support DMCs in addressing 
legacy and artisanal sites. 
An energy TA project for Thailand improved the 
capacity of institutions and municipalities to 
identify, design, finance, and implement energy 
efficiency measures that will help decrease 
the rate of greenhouse gas emissions in 
municipalities.54 Another TA project conducted  
a comprehensive assessment of work on 
biofuels in South Asia for the Government of 
India and compiled international experiences  
on the production and use of biofuels.55 The 
analyses of the technical and socioeconomic 
impacts of biofuels production and use 
informed policy decisions made by the 
Government of India.56 57
Contribution to Regional Cooperation  
and Integration
Of the sovereign and nonsovereign operations 
reviewed in 2012, five operations targeted 
regional cooperation and integration as a 
priority theme, and three were effective. 
53 ADB. 2012. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Improving the Health Status of Vulnerable Communities Threatened 
by Legacy or Artisanal Pollution in Regional Cooperation. Manila.
54 ADB. 2012. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Mainstreaming Energy Efficiency Measures in Thai Municipalities in 
Thailand. Manila.
55 ADB. 2012. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Study on Cross-Sectoral Implications of Biofuel Production and Use 
in India. Manila.
56 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Greater Mekong Subregion Transmission Project in Cambodia. Manila.
57 Although these regional cooperation and integration components were dropped, they did not significantly affect the 
overall rating of the transport sector outcomes.
Outcome achievement in 2012 was slightly 
lower than the 2010–2012 average (Table 5). 
Regional cooperation and integration operations 
facilitated trade by improving customs services 
and cross-border infrastructure. In Cambodia, 
for example, the Greater Mekong Subregion 
Transmission Project helped establish a high-
voltage interregional connection link with Viet 
Nam, enabling Viet Nam to export low-cost power 
to Cambodia.56 In two transport operations, 
the development of cross-border facilities was 
dropped because of changes in financing priorities 
and poor security conditions.57
Of the TA projects reviewed in 2012, 43% 
targeted regional cooperation and integration 
outcomes, and 97% of these were effective 
(Appendix 6, Table A6.5). Regional cooperation 
and integration outcomes included (i) more 
international trade and investment with regional 
and non-regional economies; (ii) greater regional 
macroeconomic and financial stability and 
financial market development; (iii) improved 
transport networks for better connectivity and 
trade, food security, clean energy, environment, 
and communicable disease prevention and 
control; (iv) fewer financial vulnerabilities in the 
region through the development of the domestic 
and regional bond market; and (v) higher volume 
of cross-border bond issuance and investment in 
Asian currency bond markets in the region. 
Contribution to Gender Equality
Of the 67 sovereign operations completed 
in 2012, 23 operations (34%) incorporated 
effective gender mainstreaming and explicit 
gender targets at the time of project appraisal. 
Level 2
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resulted in the adoption of female quotas for 
town- and ward-level committees nationwide.    
The Viet Nam Health Care in the Central 
Highlands Project led to an increase in women’s 
access to health services and a reduction in 
the infant mortality rate from 60 per 1,000 
live births in 1999 to 42 per 1,000 in 2009.60 
Ethnic minority women obtained health care 
cards enabling them to access health services 
and have their families with them during 
hospitalization. In most provinces where the 
project was implemented, more than 90% of 
births were attended by trained health workers. 
Provinces exceeded the gender target of 50% 
participation of women in health care training: 
52% of 2,442 candidates were women, 
including 77% of paramedical trainees, 57% 
of primary health care trainees, and 29% of 
postgraduate doctors trained. 
The effectiveness of TA projects targeting 
gender equity increased to 60% in 2012 from 
43% in 2011 (Appendix 6, Table A6.5). These 
projects increased awareness of the importance 
of gender and development in government 
planning and budgeting. 
Contribution to Governance and Capacity 
Development
Good governance was targeted in 23 operations 
(28%) reviewed in 2012, and 70% of these 
were effective. Operations completed in 2012 
aimed to put in place sector policy frameworks, 
promote transparency through citizen awareness 
and participation, and support decentralization 
in the delivery of services.
Of these, 65% were effective in achieving 
intended gender equity results, compared with 
59% in 2011.58
In 2012, PCR coverage of gender equity results 
and implementation of gender action plans 
in projects improved markedly. Although 
quality still varies, a greater proportion of PCRs 
had a separate gender appendix detailing 
achievements and providing sex-disaggregated 
data to evaluate the implementation of the 
project’s gender action plan. The main gender 
equity results included (i) improved participation 
of women in water user groups, livelihood 
training, and decision making; (ii) greater 
time savings for women resulting from better 
access to water supply and sanitation facilities; 
(iii) improved capacities through training for 
female teachers and scholarships for girls; 
(iv) greater access to credit; (v) more jobs and 
income for women; and (v) lower maternal 
and infant mortality rates through improved 
health services for women before and during 
pregnancy and delivery.
One effective project—the Bangladesh Urban 
Governance and Infrastructure Improvement 
Project—promoted women’s participation 
in local urban governance and infrastructure 
development.59 About 700 locally elected women 
leaders received training to enable them to serve 
on tender committees in urban infrastructure 
development and decision making on sanitation, 
health, education, and municipal taxes and60 
utility bills. Separate office spaces were built for 
women councilors and sanitation facilities were 
developed for women in public markets, bus 
terminals, and other public buildings. The project 
58 In previous years, the assessment tracked project components (i) targeting specific outcomes, and (ii) effectively 
achieving explicit gender targets. In 2012, this approach was replaced with a more structured analysis: (i) reported 
results using sex-disaggregated data; and (ii) intended gender equity results and achievements, including reported 
achievements against the project gender action plan activities and targets (70% of gender action plan activities 
completed and 75% of gender targets achieved). In addition, until 2011, the assessment included projects classified as 
category I (gender equity theme), category II (effective gender mainstreaming), and category III (some gender elements) 
at the time of project appraisal. The new approach includes only the first 2 categories.
59 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Urban Governance and Infrastructure Improvement Project in Bangladesh. Manila.
60 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Health Care in the Central Highlands Project in Viet Nam. Manila.
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Of 37 policy-based operations61 reviewed 
in 2010–2012, 65% were rated effective in 
achieving outcomes, an improvement from 
63% during 2009–2011. All operations in 
transport, education, health, and agriculture 
and natural resources were effective. In other 
sectors, 75% of multisector operations, 69% of 
public sector management, 50% of finance, and 
67% energy operations were effective. Many 
policy-based operations aimed to improve sector 
policy frameworks (84%), institutions (84%), 
private sector development (68%), human 
resources (65%), public financial management 
(65%), transparency (57%), and service 
delivery (57%). Effectiveness in achieving these 
outcomes ranged from 57% to 81% (Figure 9). 
Transparency was the most effective outcome, 
while service delivery was the least effective 
(Appendix 6, Table A6.9).62
In an assessment of ADB’s support for promoting 
good governance in Pacific DMCs during 
2000–2010, IED rated many interventions 
61 Countercyclical program loans (for budgetary support) are excluded. All figures are unadjusted.
62 ADB. 2012. Asian Development Bank’s Support for Promoting Good Governance in the Pacific Developing Member 
Countries. Manila.
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Figure 9: Main Outcomes Achieved in 
Policy-Based Operations, 2010–2012 (%)
Note: Outcomes included in this figure are targeted in more 
than 50% of policy-based operations reviewed.
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy 
Department.
less than effective.62 Many projects did not 
achieve important outputs and outcomes for 
a variety of reasons including overly ambitious 
objectives, weak counterpart support, and 
disruptions because of political transitions. The 
report recommended shifting from broad-based 
policy lending to sector development programs 
for priority sectors, and forming more effective 
partnerships with governments and stakeholders 
to achieve governance outcomes. 
About 40% of operations included capacity 
development as a priority, and 94% were 
effective. Most operations contributed to 
strengthening management capacity of 
institutions, providing skills development 
training to personnel, and enhancing 
coordination among public and private 
agencies. Improved capacities in these areas 
helped to effectively implement transport 
regulations in Viet Nam, operate and maintain 
water supply services in India and Nepal, and 
administer coastal resources in Indonesia. 
Governance and capacity development 
remained a major priority for ADB’s recently 
completed TA projects. In 2012, about 63% of 
TA projects targeted governance outcomes and 
73% targeted capacity development. Of these, 
84% were effective in improving governance 
and 79% were effective in building government 
capacity in (i) planning and policy formulation; 
(ii) financial management; (iii) local governance 
and community development; (iv) disbursement 
and loan accounting and servicing; (v) taxation; 
and (vi) project implementation, monitoring, 
and evaluation (Appendix 6, Table A6.5).
In the Cook Islands, a TA project helped 
the government consolidate, align, and 
simplify the different planning, management, 
and monitoring systems with the national 
sustainable development plan and medium-
term budget framework. The project also 
strengthened the collaboration between the 
Level 2
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central agencies to ensure that performance-
oriented planning and monitoring used 
available capacities efficiently.  
A TA project in the PRC strengthened the 
capacity and effectiveness of the public 
employment service in Sichuan Province. The 
project provided a comprehensive labor market 
analysis, information systems and networks, and 
an effective means of information dissemination 
to migrant workers. It also built institutional 
and staff capacity-building needs in key 
areas—including information management, 
coordination, and networking—to improve 
vocational guidance for migrant workers.
Contribution to Private Sector Development 
In 2012, 25 operations (31%) were designed to 
support private sector development and 72% 
of them were effective (Table 5 and Appendix 
6, Table A6.3). Most effective operations used 
public–private partnerships to attract private 
investment in infrastructure. ADB expanded 
the private sector’s role in (i) developing 
renewable energy operations in the PRC, India, 
and Indonesia; (ii) improving operation and 
management of roads in India and Pakistan; 
and (iii) upgrading a nationwide cellular 
telephone system in Afghanistan. Less effective 
operations, mostly in the finance sector, were 
unable to increase private sector participation 
because of unstable market and security 
conditions in the project areas.
Private sector development was the objective of 
about 22% of TA projects. Only about 56% of 
the TA projects were effective, well below the 
76% rate in the 2011 assessment (Appendix 
6, Table A6.5). These TA projects successfully 
promoted private sector development by 
improving laws and creating an enabling 
environment for the private sector, and 
promoting public–private partnerships. Less 
effective TA projects encountered challenges 
resulting from weak executing agency capacity, 
changes in government policy, complex 
government procedures and processes, poor 
project design, and implementation delays 
because of insufficient interest from potential 
private partners and investors. 
Significant innovations were pursued under 
TA for the Development of Prudential and 
Supervision Standards for Islamic Financial 
Markets.63 The project assisted in harmonizing 
prudential standards, data collection, and 
commercial risk measurement using performance 
targets and indicators. Several international 
prudential standards were developed, endorsed 
by DMCs, and published on the website of the 
Islamic Financial Services Board. 
 X Development Impact at the  
Country Level   
Whereas the preceding analysis was based on 
individual ADB operations, ADB’s effectiveness 
in contributing to a country’s development can 
best be gauged by examining IED’s evaluations 
of ADB’s completed country strategies and 
programs in 2012. This section summarizes the 
findings for Afghanistan and the Kyrgyz Republic. 
  Afghanistan 
ADB played a major role in developing key 
infrastructure to improve connectivity and 
expand access to electricity for people and 
businesses in Afghanistan. Despite highly 
uncertain and extremely risky and difficult 
conditions, ADB investment in transport 
and energy—comprising 72% of ADB’s total 
investment in Afghanistan in 2002–2011—is 
likely to achieve the socioeconomic impacts 
envisaged. An assessment of completed 
operations shows that the 750-kilometer (km) 
network of improved roads reduced travel time; 
four airports ADB supported are providing 
access to remote parts of the country; and the 
new and upgraded transmission lines have 
63  ADB. 2012. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Development of Prudential and Supervision Standards for Islamic 
Financial Markets in Regional Assistance. Manila. 
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augmented power supplies to Kabul, where 
electricity was available almost around the clock 
in 2012 compared with about 4 hours a day 
in 2002. The improved transmission networks 
have enabled reliable imports of electricity from 
Uzbekistan (year-round) and Tajikistan (during 
summer months) to meet more than 75% of 
the country’s electricity needs. ADB’s program 
for agriculture and national resources, which 
emphasized water resources management, 
delivered limited results.
ADB‘s private sector operations in the country 
played an important role in expanding access 
to banking and telecommunications for 
people and businesses—critical services for 
building economic activity in a post-conflict 
country such as Afghanistan. ADB was the 
first multilateral development bank to invest 
in a private commercial bank in Afghanistan 
in order to expand banking services and help 
advance corporate governance standards. 
Its investment in Roshan Telecom supported 
a significant expansion of the mobile phone 
network and the introduction of a mobile 
money transfer and payment system in  
the country. 
The country assistance program evaluation 
(CAPE) rated ADB‘s overall strategy and 
program in Afghanistan during 2002–2011 
less than successful. While the country strategy 
was focused and the program was relevant, 
the program delivery faced considerable 
implementation challenges.64 These included 
cost overruns, security incidents, and limited 
capacity of the executing agencies.65 66 
64 ADB. 2012. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Afghanistan. Manila. The overall IED rating was 1.528. A score of 
1.6 or above is required for a successful rating.
65 The guidelines used for the Afghanistan CAPE contain a standard evaluation methodology that is applied regardless of 
the state of fragility or the effects of conflict.
66 ADB. 2012. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Kyrgyz Republic—Evolving Transition to a Market Economy. Manila.
  The Kyrgyz Republic 
ADB’s three country assistance programs in 
the Kyrgyz Republic spanning 1994–2010 
responded to major constraints to development 
and poverty reduction, including infrastructure 
bottlenecks, capacity constraints to the delivery 
of quality basic services, and governance.66 
ADB’s long-term support for regional road 
networks helped improve connectivity within 
the country and with its neighbors. The 
rehabilitated sections (483 km from ADB-
supported projects) of the 670 km Bishkek–Osh 
road have reduced travel time from about 20 
hours to 8–9 hours. ADB’s support for basic 
education contributed to a 28% increase in 
enrollment during 1997–2004 and a decrease in 
the annual number of students dropping out of 
school from 6,100 to 1,300 in the same period. 
Community-based early childhood development 
interventions helped lower the infant mortality 
rate by 20% during 2004–2009 and the 
child mortality rate by 30% in project areas. 
Furthermore, ADB helped improve governance 
through support to finance, private sector 
development, and public sector management. 
This support achieved good results in improving 
the functioning of the finance sector and 
establishing a basic budget law. ADB also 
supported natural disaster response through 
quick-disbursing post-disaster projects. 
ADB support, combined with that of other 
development partners, helped the country 
transition to a market economy and stimulated 
economic growth and poverty reduction. 
Overall, IED rated ADB’s performance successful. 
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The Small Business Development Project in Samoa enabled local 
people to borrow start-up capital to open businesses.
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At level 3, ADB assesses the relevance and 
quality of its services to ensure that they 
deliver optimal value to clients and achieve the 
intended results that are measured at level 2. 
This section shows whether the 23 indicators 
at this level of the results framework achieved 
their targets. These indicators assess whether 
ADB is focusing on its comparative strengths 
and managing its activities effectively at the 
country and individual project levels. They also 
track whether ADB is mobilizing sufficient 
finance and knowledge for DMCs and 
sustaining strong partnerships to maximize 
impact. In addition, level 3 seeks to reflect 
feedback from ADB’s clients and other external 
stakeholders on its performance using two 
indicators based on external surveys. 
 X Quality of Completed Operations 
 ADB poor  ADF poor
In assessing the quality of ADB’s completed 
operations, five indicators are examined:  
success ratings of completed country assistance 
programs, sovereign operations, nonsovereign 
operations, and TA projects; and perceptions 
of ADB’s effectiveness in reducing poverty 
(Table 7). ADB did not meet the target 
for the success rate of completed country 
partnership strategies (CPSs). The success rates 
of completed sovereign operations continued 
to improve, although the performance fell 
short of the target. Nonsovereign operations 
also missed the target and their performance 
declined. The quality of completed TA projects 
surpassed the target for the first time. The 
external perceptions survey, conducted every  
3 years, found that positive views about ADB’s 
effectiveness in reducing poverty increased, 
although not sufficiently to meet the target. 
With only one of the five indicators achieving 
the 2012 target, the aggregate score for ADB is 
poor. The ADF is also rated poor as only one of 
the four indicators met the target. 
  Completed Country Partnership Strategies 
Rated Successful ADB  ADF  
IED assesses ADB’s performance in designing 
and implementing country assistance programs 
through CAPEs and country operations 
final review validation reports. Based on the 
combined ratings of only two CAPEs and two 
country operations final review validation 
reports, the success rate of completed CPSs 
in 2012 was 50% for both ADB countries and 
ADF countries (Table 8). This is below the 2012 
target of 70%. The average success rate for the 
15 completed CPSs evaluated during 2009–
2012 was 60%.
The main lessons identified by CAPEs and 
country operations final review validation 
reports in 2009–2012 relate to strategy and 
program design, and program delivery and 
sustainability. The design of country strategies 
and programs should be underpinned by a 
thorough assessment of the country’s needs, 
capacity, and constraints. Successful CPSs 
generally focus on a few sectors and adopt 
programs that match the requirements and 
capacity of the country. In high-middle-income 
countries, ADB could increase its value by 
shifting from investment program financing 
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Table 7: Quality of Completed Operations (Level 3)
Indicator
Baseline 
Yeara
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 
Target
Completed 
CPSs rated 
successful (%)
2009 50 50 100 57 50 70 50 50 100 67 50 70
Completed 
sovereign 
operations rated 
successful (%)b
2004–
2006 
average
71 64 55 57 61c 68c 80 76 64 55 54 57c 65c 80
Completed 
nonsovereign 
operations rated 
successful (%)
2008–
2010 
average
69 69 72 68 80
Completed 
technical 
assistance 
projects rated 
successful (%)
2004–
2006 
average
80 78 76 75 78 83 80 78 74 72 73 76 82 80
Positive 
perceptions 
of ADB 
effectiveness 
in reducing 
poverty (%)d
2006 45 50 57 60 Same as ADB
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy.
a  For indicators with a 3-year average as the baseline, the figures represent the 2006–2008 average for 2008, the 2007–2009 
average for 2009, the 2008–2010 average for 2010, the 2009–2011 average for 2011, and the 2010–2012 average for 2012.
b  Where available, project performance evaluation report (PPER) ratings are taken as the final rating. If a PPER was not 
prepared, an available project completion report (PCR) validation report rating is used. Otherwise, PCR ratings are used. 
Therefore, historical values will change when PPER and PCR validation report ratings differ from the original PCR ratings. 
Counting of projects rated successful in PCRs, PCR validation reports, and PPERs is based on the year of PCR circulation. 
c  The 2011 and 2012 success rates for sovereign operations incorporate projected changes in project success rates resulting 
from future Independent Evaluation Department validations. 
d  The ADB perceptions survey is conducted every 3 years.
Sources: ADB Department of External Relations, and Strategy and Policy Department. 
Table 8: Country Partnership Strategy Success Rate, 2012
Country Partnership Strategy Assessment Successful Less than Successful
Country assistance program evaluation Kyrgyz Republic (ADF) Afghanistan (ADF)
Country operations final review validation report Azerbaijan (ADF) Armenia (ADF)
Total number of country partnership strategies assessed 2 (50%) 2 (50%)
ADF = Asian Development Fund.
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
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to providing knowledge services and solutions. 
In conflict-affected situations, ADB must pay 
particular attention to risk management and 
sustainability. In environments with weak 
institutions, a gradual and phased approach to 
institutional reforms and capacity development 
can help resolve systemic weaknesses. 
The CAPEs and country operations final review 
validation reports generally show that most 
of ADB’s country strategies are focused and 
relevant, but that the delivery and sustainability 
of country programs is weaker. The delivery 
of ADB’s programs could be improved 
by removing the main causes of project 
implementation delays, such as weak project 
implementation capacity of executing agencies, 
inappropriate project design, and insufficient 
ADB supervision. To increase the sustainability 
of ADB’s country programs, its operations need 
to ensure that adequate local capacity and 
funding mechanisms are available for O&M of 
infrastructure assets.
  Completed Sovereign Operations Rated 
Successful   ADB  ADF  
To achieve a more objective assessment, this 
DEfR uses adjusted success rates for sovereign 
operations completed in 2011 and 2012. The 
adjusted rates incorporate projected changes 
in project success ratings resulting from IED’s 
validations and evaluations.67 
The average 3-year success rate of completed 
sovereign operations continued to improve 
during 2010–2012, but remained below the 
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Figure 10: Completed Sovereign 
Operations Rated Successful,  
2008–2012 (%)
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and 
Policy Department.
80% target. ADB rated 68% of its operations 
and 65% of its ADF operations successful 
(Figure 10). 
The success rate of project operations rose from 
63% in 2009–2011 to 70% in 2010–2012; and 
from 51% to 60% in the same period for policy-
based operations. The annual success rate of 
ADB operations improved steadily from 51% 
in 2009 to 76% in 2012. For ADF operations, 
annual performance increased from 48% to 
74% over the same period. 67 
The average 3-year project success rates 
improved for all country groups.68 The average 
success rate for ADF-only countries increased to 
67% in 2010–2012 from 64% in 2009–2011. 
For countries with fragile and conflict-affected 
67 All sovereign project success rates for 2011 and 2012 quoted in this report have been adjusted, except for the success 
rates by country (Appendix 3, Tables A3.5 and A3.6; and Appendix 8, Tables A8.2–A8.5). Adjusted project success 
rates incorporate projected IED validation results, based on the historical average rates of upgrading or downgrading 
of PCR ratings. Success rates for 2004–2010 are almost final, as validation and evaluation for this set of operations are 
substantially complete (only eight validation reports for two PCRs issued in 2009 and six PCRs issued in 2010 remain to 
be completed in 2013). For nonsovereign operations, the success rates for 2011 and 2012 were not adjusted because 
the small number of IED’s XARR validations and evaluations does not provide a sufficient basis for estimating future 
changes in ratings (Appendix 8, Tables A8.6–A8.8). 
68 The four country groups are ordinary capital resources (OCR)-only countries, which are funded only by OCR; ADF-
only countries, which are funded only by the ADF; blend countries, which have access to both OCR and the ADF; and 
countries with fragile and conflict-affected situations. All figures are adjusted.
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situations, the success rate increased to 71% 
from 67% in the same period. Blend countries 
improved significantly to 64% in 2010–2012 
from 54% in 2009–2011, while ordinary capital 
resources (OCR) countries rose to 76% from 
72% in the same period.69
The main reasons for less than successful and 
unsuccessful ratings of projects completed 
during 2008–2012 relate to project design and 
implementation (Table 9). Project design was 
often inappropriate, complex, or overambitious, 
and lacked an adequate assessment of the 
government’s capacity and commitment, 
and local conditions. Project implementation 
problems were caused by weak project 
management capacity of executing agencies, 
complex implementation arrangements; 
delayed or inadequate response by ADB and 
the executing agency to implementation 
issues, including procurement problems; and 
unforeseen factors, including political and 
economic issues.
As Figure 11 shows, health (94%) and transport 
(83%) exceeded the 80% target. Multisector 
69 All sectors have at least 15 completed operations except health, which has 11, and industry and trade, which has 6.
operations showed a steep increase from an 
average success rate of 66% during 2009–2011 
to 78% during 2010–2012, largely because 
of the strong performance of emergency 
operations. The sectors with success rates lower 
than 60% were finance (44%), education (52%), 
water (59%), and industry and trade (59%).69 
For education, the annual success rate improved 
significantly to 72% in 2012 from 41% in 2011. 
Despite this, the 3-year average success rate 
decreased from 57% in 2009–2011 to 52% in 
2010–2012 because of the low success rates 
in 2010 (40%) and 2011 (41%). Of the eight 
less than successful or unsuccessful projects 
completed during 2009–2012, five were 
technical and vocational education projects.
In 2012, ADB’s Education community of 
practice (CoP) created a working group that 
meets regularly to examine the reasons for 
the poorer performance of this type of project 
and incorporate lessons in the design and 
implementation of new projects.
The 3-year average success rate in the finance 
sector fell to 44% in 2010–2012 from 49% in 
Table 9: Reasons Cited for Less than Successful and Unsuccessful Projects  
Completed in 2008–2012 (%)
Reasons Cited %
Project Design
Inadequate assessment of government capacity, commitment, and local conditions 83
Complex, overambitious, or inappropriate design 81
Project Implementation
Weak local institutional capacity and/or lack of government support 91
Insufficient supervision by ADB and/or executing agencies during implementation 47
Complex, unclear institutional arrangements 39
Unforeseen political, economic, and other factors 33
Problems with procurement including suppliers of equipment 25
Note: A project completion report (PCR) may cite more than one reason. Latest ratings (i.e., PCR validation report or project 
performance evaluation report ratings) were considered.
Sources: PCRs and validation and evaluation reports for 118 projects rated less than successful and unsuccessful circulated 
in 2008–2012 (31 in 2008; 30 in 2009; 32 in 2010; 17 in 2011; and 8 in 2012), and Asian Development Bank Strategy and 
Policy Department.
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2009–2011. Of the 32 operations completed 
during 2008–2012, 26 (81%) were in the 
microfinance and finance sector development 
subsectors. Seventeen (89%) of the 19 completed 
operations rated less than successful or 
unsuccessful were in these two subsectors. The 
main reasons for the unsuccessful ratings include 
(i) complex and overoptimistic project design, 
particularly for program loans for finance sector 
development; (ii) inadequate staff expertise in 
micro- and rural finance related areas; (iii) weak 
legal and regulatory environment in DMCs; and 
(iv) limited capacity of executing agencies. ADB 
will consolidate sector skills and knowledge in 
support of operations, sequence operations  
to support reforms through TA projects  
before approving projects and credit lines, and 
pursue focus and selectivity in responding to 
country needs.
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projected changes in project success ratings resulting 
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Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy 
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Figure 11: Completed Sovereign 
Operations Rated Successful, by Sector, 
2009–2012 (%)
Downgrading of project success ratings by 
IED’s validation reports considerably lowered 
historical success rates. IED validated the 
assessments of 244 of 405 PCRs completed 
during 2007–2012. The overall project success 
rating was downgraded from successful to less 
than successful for 34 PCRs, and upgraded 
from less than successful to successful for 3 
PCRs. As a result, historical annual success 
rates from PCRs fell by 8–16 percentage points 
during 2007–2010. The main reasons for PCR 
downgrades are (i) the PCR assessment did 
not fully consider key issues that adversely 
affected project performance, (ii) targeted 
outcomes and outputs were not fully achieved, 
(iii) achievement of outcomes and outputs was 
not substantiated, and (iv) the recalculated 
economic internal rate of return was lower than 
the PCR estimate and the ADB threshold. 
While the 2012 DEfR confirms the upward 
trend in project success rates, its findings 
on project weaknesses highlight the need to 
consolidate actions on project performance. 
ADB will continue to improve quality at entry 
(QAE). Building on the initiatives introduced 
since 2010, ADB Management will prioritize 
actions to reinforce project readiness, focusing 
on detailed engineering design, procurement 
readiness, safeguard readiness, and government 
funding and institutional arrangements. ADB is 
also reviewing existing instruments for funding 
detailed engineering design to identify areas 
for improvement. Progress on project readiness 
will be monitored regularly at operations review 
meetings chaired by vice-presidents (Table 20). 
Furthermore, to improve the quality and 
efficiency of procurement, ADB will implement 
the recently approved ADB Procurement 
Governance Review.70 Operations departments 
will reinforce staff resources and expertise 
for project readiness and implementation 
supervision through staff reallocation and 
sharing, and targeted recruitment and training. 
70 ADB. 2013. ADB Procurement Governance Review. Manila. www.adb.org/documents/adb-procurement-governance-
review
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Good staff performance in improving readiness 
and supervision will be more systematically 
recognized in performance reviews. To promote 
higher-quality PCR reporting, ADB is clarifying 
expected standards by updating its guidelines 
on the preparation of PCRs, validation reports, 
and project performance evaluation reports, and 
encouraging a consistent approach to project 
rating across these three tools. Operations 
departments are also strengthening the quality 
control process for PCRs and implementing 
more systematic sharing of knowledge gained 
from them.
Taking stock. Following 2 consecutive years 
of decline in the 3-year success ratings of 
completed sovereign operations in 2008–2009, 
Management instructed a high-level working 
team to identify issues and propose actions to 
improve project performance and outcomes. On 
the team’s recommendations, ADB introduced 
initiatives in 2011 to improve project readiness 
and project implementation, supported by better 
organizational arrangements, strengthened 
staff skills, and greater incentives. Each regional 
department adopted action plans focusing on 
country- and region-specific measures. 
To improve monitoring of project performance, 
quarterly review meetings on portfolio 
performance were instituted in 2010 chaired 
by the operations vice-presidents. These 
events provided a forum to identify and solve 
implementation difficulties and monitor progress. 
ADB also updated its project performance 
reporting system to allow more reliable 
assessments of ongoing projects and to facilitate 
timely interventions. In 2012, ADB upgraded 
the Central Operations Services Office to the 
Operations Services and Financial Management 
Department to strengthen support for project 
implementation and portfolio management. 
Management’s commitment to improving project 
implementation and outcomes is also reflected 
in the new results framework, which devotes a 
new category and more indicators to measuring 
project quality during implementation.
  Completed Nonsovereign Operations Rated 
Successful ADB 
The success rate of recently completed 
nonsovereign operations dropped 4 percentage 
points to 68% in 2010–2012, from 72% in 
2009–2011, falling short of the 80% target 
(Table 7).71 Of the 34 extended annual review 
reports (XARRs) completed in 2010–2012, the 
11 in infrastructure (energy and transport) had 
an average success rate of 91%, while the 23 
in finance had an average success rate of 57% 
(Appendix 8, Table A8.7). However, the overall 
success rate was significantly higher when 
calculated in volume terms, with 80% of the 
total volume of operations assessed during 
2010–2012 ($1,789 million) rated successful 
at completion. Although finance was the main 
contributor to lowering of the overall success 
rates for nonsovereign operations, in terms 
of number of assessed operations, its share in 
volume terms was only 35% of total operations 
assessed during 2010–2012, with the remaining 
65% accounted for by infrastructure operations. 
The main reasons for the less than successful 
and unsuccessful performance included weak 
financial returns in the aftermath of the 
Asian financial crisis of 1997–1998, higher 
defaults following the global economic crisis 
of 2007–2008, internal security concerns 
(notably in Afghanistan during 2006–2007), 
and prepayments and/or low utilization of 
some of ADB’s facilities because of constricted 
post-crises demand for funding. Other reasons 
pertained to weaknesses in ADB’s project 
structuring, risk assessment, and monitoring. 
Systemic improvements in project QAE are 
expected to increase the success rate of 
completed nonsovereign operations.
71 The success rates for nonsovereign operations in 2011 and 2012 were not adjusted because the small number of 
IED’s XARR validations and evaluations does not provide a sufficient basis for estimating future changes in ratings 
(Appendix 8, Tables A8.6–A8.8). 
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undertake, and later expanded, high-level 
tripartite TA portfolio review meetings; 
(ii) restricted the number of TA projects under 
supervision; and (iii) drew up and implemented 
TA-specific portfolio management plans to 
resolve implementation problems. By 2011, 
these measures had put ADB on track to achieve 
the targeted success rate. TA success rates 
improved further in 2012, surpassing the target. 
  Positive Perceptions on ADB Effectiveness 
in Reducing Poverty ADB  
The third independent perceptions survey of 
ADB’s work, covering 900 respondents from 
31 ADB member countries, was conducted in 
2012–2013.73 Data showed that 57% of the 
participating opinion leaders and stakeholders, 
including ADB clients, perceived ADB to be 
helping reduce poverty in Asia and the Pacific. 
This reflects an increase of 7 percentage points 
from the previous survey in 2009 but falls 
short of the 60% target set for 2012. The 
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50
60
70
80
90
100
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
ADB annual ADF annual
ADB 3-year average ADF 3-year average
Target: 80
Figure 12: Completed Technical 
Assistance Projects Rated Successful,  
2008–2012 (%)
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian 
Development Fund.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
  Completed Technical Assistance Projects 
Rated Successful ADB  ADF  
ADB sustained the upward trend in the 3-year 
average TA project success rate. The 2010–2012 
success rate of TA projects was 83% for ADB and 
82% for ADF, surpassing the 80% target for the 
first time for both (Figure 12 and Appendix 9).72
The success rate improved for all four country 
groups. It increased considerably in ADF-only 
countries (from 66% in 2009–2011 to 76% 
in 2010–2012) and in countries with fragile 
and conflict-affected situations (from 61% 
to 75%). Modest improvements were seen in 
blend countries (from 68% to 69%) and in OCR 
countries (from 83% to 84%). Success rates 
of most sectors met or exceeded the target of 
80%. Lower success rates were seen in finance 
(76%) and health (73%).
The analysis of 171 TA projects rated partly 
successful and unsuccessful during 2008–2012 
highlighted important lessons for project design 
and implementation. These include the need to 
design TA projects with more realistic outcomes 
and time frames, supported by high-quality 
design and monitoring frameworks, demand 
analysis for TA outputs, and assessment of 
executing agency capacity. ADB needs to 
continue to strengthen the quality of its 
supervision, which has sometimes suffered from 
high ADB staff turnover, inefficient financial 
closure, and a lack of proactive coordination 
with governments and other partners. 73
Taking stock. The 2008 DEfR raised concerns 
about the stagnant success rates of completed 
TA projects in ADB countries and highlighted 
a decline in TA success in ADF countries. The 
declining trend continued in 2009 and 2010. 
Management called on regional departments 
to ensure their TA portfolios were adequately 
designed and supervised. ADB (i) began to 
72 The success rates were derived from 416 TA PCRs (excluding project preparatory TA projects) issued during 2010–2012. 
The TA projects were approved during the 2002–2011 (more than 80% during 2007–2010), and had a median 
approval year of 2008.
73 The perceptions survey will be published in the second quarter of 2013.
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survey includes respondents from government, 
the private sector, civil society, the media, 
development partners, and academia.
 X Quality at Entry and Portfolio 
Performance  
ADB good ADF good
Five indicators track the QAE of operations and 
portfolio performance. These are the QAE of 
CPSs and sovereign and nonsovereign projects, 
the performance of sovereign operations 
during implementation, and project start-up 
time (Table 10). The QAE of CPSs exceeded the 
target for ADB and ADF operations. The QAE 
of sovereign operations met the ADB target, 
and almost met the ADF target. Nonsovereign 
operations improved considerably, almost 
meeting the target. Performance during 
implementation surpassed the target, and 
the average time from approval to first 
disbursement remained on target. With most 
indicators achieving targets, this category is 
rated good for both ADB and ADF operations.
  Quality at Entry Rated Satisfactory:
Country Partnership Strategies 
 ADB  ADF  
The 2012 biennial QAE assessment showed that 
ADB has maintained the satisfactory QAE of CPSs 
achieved in 2010. All eight CPSs and one regional 
strategy approved during 2010–2011 were rated 
satisfactory. The strongest dimensions were 
country diagnostics, identification of lessons, and 
country strategy; the weakest dimension was 
risk assessment and mitigation, which was rated 
marginally satisfactory. 
While noting the consistently high CPS QAE 
ratings and steady improvements in country 
diagnostics and identification of lessons learned, 
the assessment recommended (i) clearer 
articulation of regional integration—one of 
ADB’s three strategic agendas—in the CPS; (ii) 
improved treatment of partnerships through 
more systematic attention to institutional 
coordination mechanisms and complementarity 
with the activities of development partners; and 
(iii) stronger specification of assumptions, and 
better risk assessment and management, along 
with improved staff guidelines, templates, and 
training to raise quality standards.
Taking stock. A well-designed CPS is the 
foundation of ADB’s contribution to a country’s 
development outcomes. The QAE of CPSs 
has benefited from the scrutiny of the DEfR 
process, which introduced a target of achieving 
a satisfactory rate of at least 80% of all CPSs 
reviewed by 2012. The QAE of CPSs has 
improved steadily since the first biennial QAE 
assessment in 2006, which rated 33% of the 6 
CPSs satisfactory. In 2008, 75% of the 8 CPSs 
were rated satisfactory, and in 2010 100% 
of 11 CPSs were rated satisfactory. To further 
increase the QAE of CPSs, Management actions 
stressed (i) improved country diagnostics, 
including thematic and sector analysis; (ii) better 
links between strategies and country assistance 
programs; and (iii) consistent application of 
results-based management, including country 
results frameworks, supported by improved CPS 
guidelines and regular training of ADB staff. The 
Management committee instituted meetings to 
review proposed CPSs in 2010. The high QAE of 
CPS during the last two rounds of assessments 
demonstrates the assimilation of lessons from 
ADB’s internal review processes as well as 
strong teamwork.
Sovereign Projects  ADB  ADF  
The 2012 QAE assessment rated 85% of the 
60 sovereign projects assessed satisfactory, 
matching the target for ADB countries, and 
falling 1 percentage point below the 2012 
target for ADF countries. Of the nine QAE 
dimensions, the strongest were (i) strategic 
relevance and approach; (ii) poverty, social, 
and environmental aspects; and (iii) technical 
and economic assessment. The weakest 
dimensions were (i) development outcomes and 
impacts, particularly the design and monitoring 
framework; (ii) achievability and sustainability; 
and (iii) risk assessment and management.
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Table 10: Quality at Entry and Portfolio Performance (Level 3)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Quality at entry of CPSs 
rated satisfactory (%)a
2006 33 75 100 100 80 33 75 100 100 80
Quality at entry of 
sovereign projects 
rated satisfactory (%)a
2006 81 85 89 85 85 76 83 94 84 85
Quality at entry of 
nonsovereign projects 
rated satisfactory (%)a
2008 50 50 71 84 85
Performance of 
sovereign operations 
during implementation 
rated satisfactory (%)
2010 75 75 91 89 80 71 71 89 89 80
Average time from 
approval to first 
disbursement in 
sovereign operations 
(months)b
2006 12 12 11 10c 10 10 10 13 12 12 10 10 10 12
CPS = country partnership strategy.
a Quality-at-entry assessments of CPSs and projects are conducted every 2 years.
b  This refers to the average time from approval to first disbursement of sovereign loans and Asian Development Fund grants 
approved in the previous 5 years (e.g., 2012 figure is based on 2007–2011 averages).
c Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, Independent Evaluation 
Department, and Strategy and Policy Department. 
Despite achieving the target for this indicator, 
scores declined across all QAE dimensions in 
2012 compared with 2010 results. Furthermore, 
although no project or dimension was rated 
unsatisfactory, the number of projects with 
marginally satisfactory ratings in three or more 
project dimensions rose from 13% in 2010 to 
37% in 2012. The increase in the proportion of 
projects with marginally satisfactory ratings was 
highest for (i) risk assessment and management, 
(ii) achievability and sustainability, (iii) policy 
and institutional aspects, and (iv) development 
outcomes and impacts. 
To reverse the decline in scores across the QAE 
dimensions, the QAE assessment recommended 
that Management (i) improve quality control 
through more robust technical peer review 
process; (ii) ensure adequate staff skills through 
creating incentives for sharing staff across 
divisions and departments, and mentoring 
of less experienced team leaders by more 
experienced staff; and (iii) improve design 
and monitoring frameworks through targeted 
training and stricter quality control processes.  
Nonsovereign Projects ADB  
The 2012 QAE assessment found that the 
average QAE rating of nonsovereign projects 
had improved. It rated 84% of the 19 
nonsovereign operations assessed satisfactory, 
13 percentage points higher than in 2010, and 
just short of the 85% target.74 The strongest of 
the 10 QAE dimensions were (i) environment 
and social responsibility, (ii) ADB profitability 
and investment management, and (iii) strategic 
alignment and project design. The weakest 
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dimensions are (i) market, financial, economic 
and technical feasibility; and (ii) implementation 
arrangements, monitoring, and evaluation.
Four QAE dimensions scored considerably 
better in 2012 than in 2010: (i) definition of 
development objectives, outcomes, and impact; 
(ii) ADB profitability and investment management; 
(iii) risk assessment and management; and 
(iv) achievability of development objectives. 
Impact on the enabling environment, and ADB 
additionality and complementarity scored slightly 
lower, and environmental and social responsibility 
scored considerably lower than in 2010.
Taking stock. The DEfR process has helped 
to produce better QAE of sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations. The 2006 QAE 
assessment of sovereign projects rated 81% 
of ADB projects and 76% of ADF projects 
satisfactory. The 2012 target of 85% was 
quickly met in the 2008 QAE assessment of 
47 ADB sovereign operations. The 2010 QAE 
exercise found further improvement in the  
QAE ratings to 89% satisfactory for ADB 
operations and 94% for ADF operations. 
Although the 2012 target had been achieved 
well ahead of time, regional departments 
continued to focus on aspects needing further 
attention: (i) the design and monitoring 
framework; (ii) fiduciary aspects; (iii) poverty, 
social, and environmental aspects; (iv) policy 
and institutional aspects; (v) implementation 
arrangements; and (vi) more realistic time 
estimates for project completion and more  
pre-approval steps to ensure project readiness.
The 2010 DEfR included the QAE of 
nonsovereign operations for the first time 
as a result of the refinement of the results 
framework. The 2010 biennial assessment 
rated 71% of the nonsovereign operations 
assessed satisfactory compared with 50% 
in the 2008 assessment (footnote 74).74 
Operations departments were instructed to 
continue to apply rigorous risk assessment 
and management, and to sharpen their focus 
on development effectiveness. The positive 
effects of these measures were seen in the 
2012 assessment, which showed a substantial 
improvement over 2010 results.
  Project Performance at Implementation 
Rated Satisfactory ADB  ADF  
The proportion of ADB’s projects rated 
satisfactory at implementation remained high 
at 89% for ADB operations overall and 89% for 
ADF operations—both well above the  
80% target. 
Despite the positive performance, Management 
remains cautious about the high percentage 
of projects rated satisfactory by the updated 
project performance reporting system 
introduced in 2011. During 2012, targets 
for contract award and disbursement 
performance—two of the five indicators used to 
generate portfolio performance ratings—were 
adjusted downward for 20% of active projects 
after approval.75 Possible reasons for revising 
projections during implementation are that 
(i) many of the original projections prepared at 
the time of project approval tend to be overly 
optimistic, in particular during the start-up 
period; and (ii) the projections diverge from 
reality when projects are affected by unforeseen 
factors, such as political issues, security 
conditions, natural disasters, which cause 
considerable implementation delays. 
74 The scoring methodology for nonsovereign operations was adjusted to make it consistent with the methodology used 
for sovereign projects and with IED practice (Appendix 3, Table A3.4). Under the harmonized methodology, a project is 
rated marginally satisfactory if it has an overall score of less than 2.7 or if at least seven dimensions are rated marginally 
satisfactory. Thus, a project receiving low scores on many dimensions will not be given an overall satisfactory rating even 
if it rated highly on a few dimensions and obtained a high overall score. 
75 The project administration instructions allow adjustments to contract award and disbursement projections during a 
midterm review, after a major change of scope, or after approval of an extension of project duration of more than  
12 months.
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(Table 11). The disbursement ratio for sovereign 
operations remained slightly below target for 
ADB and declined for the ADF. For nonsovereign 
loans, the ratio contracted sharply. Cofinancing 
for both ADB and ADF operations matched the 
previous year’s performance, exceeding the 
targets. Since only one indicator met the target, 
this category is rated poor for ADB operations 
and mixed for ADF operations.
  Disbursement Ratio for Sovereign 
Operations  ADB  ADF  
The disbursement ratio for ADB was 22.3% 
and that for ADF was 17.8%. Both fell 
short of the targets for 2 consecutive years, 
after having met the targets in earlier years 
(Table 12). For ADB policy-based operations, 
the disbursement ratio increased from 64.0% 
in 2011 to 69.3% in 2012; and for project 
loans the ratio declined from 19.5% to 18.2% 
in the same period. 
For both ADB and ADF operations, the large 
increase in the beginning undisbursed balance 
was not accompanied by an equivalent rise in 
the overall disbursements. The age-standardized 
disbursement ratio for project loans and grants 
also fell for both ADB and ADF operations from 
20.4% in 2011 to 18.3% in 2012 for ADB and 
from 16.8% in 2011 to 16.4% in 2012 for the 
ADF.76 These figures suggest that the decline  
in the disbursement ratio was driven by 
performance, rather than by changes in the 
portfolio structure. ADB will continue to work 
on timely disbursement of funds through  
the ongoing and new actions to improve 
project implementation.
At the country level, four of the top five 
countries in terms of portfolio size (the PRC, 
India, Pakistan, and Viet Nam) experienced 
significant disbursement rate declines in 2012, 
mainly due to newly effective loans and grants 
and a high undisbursed beginning balance. 
76 The age-standardized disbursement ratio removes the effect of the portfolio age structure on the ratio by averaging the 
age-group-specific disbursement ratios and weighting them according to the age structure of the portfolio during the 
baseline period.
In 2013, ADB will undertake strict quality 
control over the implementation of the project 
performance reporting system to ensure the 
accuracy of performance ratings. Actions to 
improve total project readiness and procurement 
reforms, listed in Table 20, will also enable staff 
to develop more accurate contract award and 
disbursement schedules, and establish a more 
realistic implementation schedule.
  Average Time from Approval to First 
Disbursement in Sovereign Operations 
 ADB  ADF  
The average time from approval to first 
disbursement matched the target of 10 months 
for ADB operations. ADF operations also 
achieved an average time from approval to  
first disbursement of 10 months, undercutting 
the target time by 2 months. 
Taking stock. As early as 2007, the DEfR 
recognized that persistent start-up delays were 
hampering ADB’s operational effectiveness. ADB 
has since tightened the approval-to-effectiveness 
limits and expanded the use of project readiness 
filters. By 2010, ADB and ADF operations had 
reduced the length of time from approval to 
first disbursement, achieving or surpassing 
the 2012 targets for project start-up time. To 
reinforce this progress, the streamlined business 
process, launched in 2010, institutionalized the 
preparation of project administration manuals at 
the project approval stage.  
 X Finance Transfer and Mobilization  
ADB poor  ADF mixed
To examine ADB’s performance as a 
development financier, the results framework 
assesses finance transfer and mobilization 
through two indicators for disbursement, 
covering sovereign and nonsovereign 
operations, and one indicator for cofinancing 
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Table 11: Finance Transfer and Mobilization (Level 3)
Indicator
Baseline 
Yeara
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Overall disbursement 
ratio for sovereign 
operations (%)b
2006 23 29 26c 23c 22 22
At least 
23
18 25 27 21 19 18 20
Overall disbursement 
ratiod for 
nonsovereign 
loans and  
equity (%)
2006 43 45 37 51 52 24
At least 
50
DVA cofinancing 
relative to ADB 
financing approved 
annually (%)
2004–
2006 
average
9 11 16c 25e 32 32 20 13 11 8 13 30 30 20
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DVA = direct value-added.
a  For indicators with a 3-year average as the baseline, the figures represent the 2006–2008 average for 2008, the 2007–2009 
average for 2009, the 2008–2010 average for 2010, the 2009–2011 average for 2011, and the 2010–2012 average for 2012.
b  The ratio of total disbursements in a given year to the net loan and Asian Development Fund grant amount available at the 
beginning of the year or period, plus loans and Asian Development Fund grants that have become effective during the year or 
period, less cancellations made during the year or period.
c  Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
d  The ratio of total disbursements in a given year to the net loan and equity investment amount available at the beginning of the year 
or period, plus loans and equity investments that have become effective during the year or period, less cancellations made during 
the year or period.
e The ratio for 2010 was lowered by cancellations. 
Sources: ADB Controller’s Department and Office of Cofinancing Operations.
Because the combined portfolio of these 
countries represents 62% of the total portfolio, 
the decrease in their disbursement ratios had a 
considerable impact on the overall figure. The 
decrease was only partly offset by countries 
with the highest disbursement rates for 2012 
(the Cook Islands, the Maldives, Nauru, the 
Philippines, and Samoa), whose combined 
portfolio represents only 4% of the total. 
  Disbursement Ratio for Nonsovereign  
Loans and Equity ADB  
The overall nonsovereign disbursement ratio 
decreased to 24% of the total available 
financing in 2012, below the target of 50%.77 
Using the age-standardized disbursement 
77 There were 131 ongoing nonsovereign operations and 686 sovereign operations at the end of 2012. To moderate 
sudden changes in performance trends, the new results framework uses a 3-year average disbursement ratio as the basis 
for measuring disbursement performance.
ratio, disbursement performance improves 
and moderates the decline from 34.7% in 
2011 to 32.0% in 2012. This suggests that the 
considerable decline in the disbursement ratio 
in 2012 was partly a result of the unusually 
large increase in newly effective loans. There 
was a threefold increase in newly effective loans 
(from $619 million in 2011 to $1,862 million 
in 2012), which greatly increased the total 
available financing for disbursement. 
Disbursements were constrained by factors such 
as delays on the part of project counterparts 
to meet conditions precedent to disbursement, 
and credit considerations that required ADB 
to prudentially slow down its disbursements 
on certain loans. In addition, 30% of the 
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Table 12: Disbursement Ratio, 2012 (%)
Composition Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Overall Disbursement Ratio 22.3 18.8
 Project loans and grants 18.2 16.0
 Policy-based loans and grants 69.3 63.8
Source: Asian Development Bank Controller’s Department.
newly effective loans became effective in the 
fourth quarter of the year, and so their physical 
disbursements will occur only in 2013 and 
beyond. Consequently, although total available 
financing increased significantly, there was a net 
decrease in actual disbursements of 16%,  
or about $127 million.
   Cofinancing   ADB  ADF  
Direct value-added (DVA) cofinancing relative 
to financing approved annually matched the 
2011 figure for both ADB (32%) and ADF (30%) 
operations, exceeding the 20% target by a  
large margin.78
In 2012, ADB mobilized $3.6 billion in DVA 
cofinancing, including $2.0 billion from official 
sources and $1.6 billion from commercial 
sources (Appendix 12, Table A12.1). Although 
the official DVA cofinancing amount decreased 
from $3.3 billion in 2011, the number of 
cofinanced projects increased to 49 in 2012 
from 37 in 2011. This reflected greater efforts 
by ADB to secure financing partnerships. 
Unlike in past years, there were no large or 
consortium-financed projects. Commercial 
cofinancing included $200 million in B-loans, 
$403 million in guarantees, and $1 billion  
in a parallel loan.79 
ADB also mobilized $147 million in cofinancing 
for 129 TA projects in 2012. ADB’s development 
partners also committed $534 million through 
trust fund replenishments and allocations from 
global funding initiatives.787980
Taking stock. In 2008, the DEfR drew attention 
to a decline in the level of cofinancing of ADF 
operations and called on operations departments 
to make cofinancing a key results area. The 
continued decline in ADF cofinancing in 2009 
prompted Management to introduce a pilot 
results delivery scheme linking OCR allocations to 
cofinancing achievement.80 This scheme, as well 
as the promotion of long-term strategic alliances 
with partners, paid off with the 3-year average 
rising to 25% for ADB and 13% for the ADF 
in 2010. By 2011, on the strength of a record 
increase in grant cofinancing, the ADB and ADF 
targets had been surpassed. The strong 2012 
figures demonstrate the value of ADB’s efforts 
despite the less favorable economic climate.
 X Financing for Strategy 2020 
Priorities 
ADB good  ADF good
ADB assesses its strategic focus and selectivity 
by tracking the proportion of financing 
78 The DVA cofinancing ratios and amounts were calculated using the old definition of commercial cofinancing under the 
2008 results framework. The new results framework will use a revised definition, adopted in 2012, which includes trade 
facilitation program DVA cofinancing and revised parallel DVA cofinancing.
79 The $1 billion in commercial cofinancing is from the Export–Import Bank of Korea for the Surgil Natural Gas Chemicals 
Project. ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed loan to 
Uzbekistan for the Surgil Natural Gas Chemicals Project. Manila.
80 The scheme links OCR allocation to performance in cofinancing operations and support for education and gender 
mainstreaming. Under this scheme, an additional OCR allocation of at least 2% of the original amount is awarded to 
regional departments achieving the targets for use in the following 2 years. 
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allocated to Strategy 2020 core operational 
areas and the support given to four priority 
themes: private sector development, regional 
cooperation and integration, environmental 
sustainability, and gender mainstreaming.81 The 
share of financing allocated to Strategy 2020 
core operational areas remained above the 
target. ADB support for Strategy 2020 themes 
continued to improve during 2010–2012, 
surpassing the 2012 targets for both ADB 
and ADF operations for all themes for the 
second 3-year period. Gender mainstreaming 
made notable progress, building on the 
strong performance of previous years. With all 
indicators exceeding their targets, this category 
is rated good for both ADB and ADF (Table 13).
  Financing for Strategy 2020 Core 
Operational Areas  ADB  ADF  
ADB exceeded its target of allocating 80% of 
its total approved financing to its core areas 
of operations. The proportion of financing 
supporting core areas dropped from 96% in 
2011 to 85% in 2012 for ADB, and from 96% 
to 92% for ADF operations in the same period. 
Support for other sectors of operations nearly 
tripled from 6% of total approved financing in 
2011 to 17% in 2012. This represents a more 
balanced distribution of the portfolio between 
core sectors and other sectors. 
The proportion of new approvals in infrastructure 
fell from 87% in 2011 to 73% in 2012  
(Table 14). A large portion of newly approved 
infrastructure projects are in transport (34% of 
approved operations, 31 projects) and energy 
(22% of approved operations, 26 projects). One-
third of ADB’s financing for energy (9 projects) 
will support renewable energy and one-quarter 
will support energy efficiency (6 projects). Of 
ADB’s new transport operations, 16% support 
sustainable transport (including 3 mass transit 
projects). The proportion of approvals in 
education fell from 5% in 2011 to 2% in 2012, 
81 Two of the Strategy 2020 priority themes—environmental sustainability and regional cooperation and integration—are 
also core areas of operations under the strategy. The other core areas of operations are infrastructure, finance sector 
development, and education. 
primarily because of the deferral of several 
large loans to 2013–2014. For finance sector 
development, on the other hand, approvals rose 
from 3% in 2011 to 8% in 2012.  
  Support for Private Sector Development  
   ADB  ADF 
ADB support for private sector development 
remained above the 30% target, increasing by 
1 percentage point to 37% during 2010–2012. 
ADF support for private sector development 
grew to 31% in the same period, exceeding the 
target for the first time. In 2012, ADB’s support 
increased to 40%: 49 new projects supporting 
private sector development were approved  
(20 funded by the ADF) including 28 sovereign 
operations, 3 nonsovereign (public) operations, 
and 18 private sector operations.
In December 2012, ADB approved the 
addendum to the Staff Instructions on New 
Classification Methodology and Quality Control 
Process for Projects Represented as Supporting 
Private Sector Development. The Public–Private 
Partnership CoP and private sector development 
focal points in regional departments reviewed 
all sovereign projects approved in 2012 with 
private sector development as a theme and 
confirmed that their classification followed the 
revised staff instructions.
  Support for Regional Cooperation and 
Integration   ADB  ADF 
ADB and ADF support for regional cooperation 
and integration during 2010–2012 continued 
to surpass the 15% target, reaching new highs 
of 20% for ADB operations and 27% for ADF 
operations. In 2012, ADB approved 27 projects 
(22 funded by the ADF) supporting regional 
cooperation and integration, 14 of which were 
in transport (including 1 for information and 
communication technology on a broadband 
network in the Pacific). ADB also approved 
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Table 14: Breakdown of Financing for Strategy 2020 Priorities (Level 3)
Areas
Approved Asian Development Bank Financing
2010 2011 2012
$ billion % $ billion % $ billion %
A. Financing for Core Sectors 12.19 89 13.03 94 10.88 83
Infrastructure 9.79 72 12.01 87 9.60 73
  Energy 3.26 24 4.47 32 2.88 22
  Transport 4.69 34 4.64 33 4.48 34
   Water and other municipal services 0.90 7 2.27 16 1.79 14
  Others 0.94 7 0.63 5 0.45 3
Finance 1.98 14 0.37 3 0.99 8
Education 0.43 3 0.65 5 0.29 2
B. Financing for Other Sectors 1.47 11 0.83 6 2.26 17
Agriculture 0.23 2 0.13 1 0.19 1
Health 0.46 3 0.06 0 0.12 1
Industry 0.01 0 0.07 1 0.47 4
Public sector management 0.76 6 0.58 4 1.49 11
C.  Operations under B with regional  
cooperation or environment as theme
0.31 2 0.22 2 0.25 2
Total financing for Strategy 2020 core 
operational areas (A+C)
12.50 92 13.24 96 11.14 85
Total financing (A+B) 13.66 100 13.86 100 13.15 100
Notes: Numbers may not sum precisely because of rounding. Zero denotes “less than 0.5.”
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
Table 13: Financing for Strategy 2020 Priorities (Level 3)
Indicator
Baseline 
Yeara
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Base-
line 2008 2009b 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Financing for Strategy 
2020 core operational 
areas (%)
2008 79 79 80 92 96 85 80 67 67 79 88 96 92 80
Projects supporting 
private sector 
development (%)
2004–
2006 
average
29 38 39 38 36 37 30 15 19 22 28 28 31 30
Projects supporting 
regional cooperation 
and integration (%)
2004–
2006 
average
7 7 10 15 18 20 15 11 11 15 19 21 27 15
Projects supporting 
environmental 
sustainability (%)
2004–
2006 
average
14 21 27 35 43 44 25 9 12 18 26 34 36 25
Projects with gender 
mainstreaming (%)c 
2004–
2006 
average
35 27 27 34 41 49 40 45 37 37 45 53 59 50
a  For indicators with a 3-year average as the baseline, the figures represent the 2005–2007 average for 2007, the 2006–2008 average 
for 2008, the 2007–2009 average for 2009, the 2008–2010 average for 2010, the 2009–2011 average for 2011, and the 2010–2012 
average for 2012.
b Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
c Includes projects identifying gender as a theme and projects with effective gender mainstreaming. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank reports and recommendations of the President, Regional and Sustainable Development Department, 
and Strategy and Policy Department.
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three regional energy projects on energy trade 
in Central and West Asia: the Energy Sector 
Development Investment Program (tranche 4), 
which will enable Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan 
to supply power to Afghanistan; and the Power 
Rehabilitation Project in the Kyrgyz Republic and 
the Regional Power Transmission Enhancement 
Project in Georgia, both of which will help 
improve the power supply and the efficiency of 
power systems in the region.82
  Support for Environmental Sustainability  
 ADB  ADF 
ADB and ADF support for environmental 
sustainability in 2010–2012 continued to improve, 
and remained well above the 2012 target of 25% 
(ADB 44%, ADF 36%). In 2012, ADB approved 51 
projects supporting environmental sustainability. 
These will promote energy efficiency and 
renewable energy, water supply and sanitation, 
and sustainable urban transport. 
ADB now reports climate change mitigation and 
adaptation finance using an approach developed 
jointly by the multilateral development banks. 
The joint approach identifies activities that can 
be classified as climate change mitigation and 
adaptation, and annual reporting summarizes 
the total value of climate change finance 
associated with Board-approved projects for 
that year.83 Using this approach, ADB classified 
17 investment projects approved in 2012 as 
adaptation projects with a gross (whole project) 
value of $2.64 billion, of which $0.87 billion was 
classified as adaptation finance. ADB classified 
28 projects as mitigation projects, with a gross 
value of $3.69 billion, of which $2.38 billion was 
mitigation finance. 
  Support for Gender Mainstreaming  
  ADB  ADF 
ADB exceeded the gender mainstreaming 8283 
targets for the second consecutive year. Gender 
was mainstreamed in 49% of ADB operations 
and 59% of ADF operations. Major strides 
were made in finance (from 0% in 2011 to 
43% in 2012) and in industry and trade (from 
0% in 2011 to 40% in 2012). This included 
the innovative Women’s Entrepreneurship 
Support Sector Program in Armenia, which 
targets support for women entrepreneurs by 
improving the enabling environment, providing 
training and business development services, 
and increasing access to finance.84 Gender 
mainstreaming also improved significantly in 
transport (from 39% in 2011 to 50% in 2012). 
For example, the bus rapid transit component 
of the Greater Dhaka Sustainable Urban 
Transport Project in Bangladesh will (i) provide 
female garment workers with safer, regular, and 
more affordable transport services; (ii) reserve 
commercial space for women vendors at bus 
rapid transit stations; and (iii) provide women 
with jobs in bus rapid transit operations.85 ADB 
also approved two nonsovereign projects in 
India and Uzbekistan supporting gender equity.
ADB continued to support gender capacity 
development in sectors where gender 
mainstreaming is considered harder to achieve. 
This was done through learning events for DMC 
partners and staff, such as the Mekong Gender 
82 ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to Afghanistan 
for the Energy Sector Development Investment Program. Manila (Tranche 4: $200 million); ADB. 2012. Report and 
Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Kyrgyz Republic for the Power 
Rehabilitation Project. Manila; and ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: 
Proposed Loan to Georgia for the Regional Power Transmission Enhancement Project. Manila.
83 The joint multilateral development bank approach seeks to disaggregate total project investments into climate 
(mitigation and/or adaptation) and non-climate components to the extent possible.
84 ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to Armenia for the 
Women’s Entrepreneurship Support Sector Program. Manila.
85 ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to Bangladesh for 
the Greater Dhaka Sustainable Urban Transport Project. Manila.
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and Transport Workshop in Viet Nam. Two 
eminent speaker events were held on Gender 
and Food Security and the Economic and Social 
Costs of Gender-Based Violence to highlight key 
gender equity issues in the region. 
Taking stock. The 2007 DEfR noted that 
ADB’s performance in gender mainstreaming 
had regressed significantly. ADB responded 
by (i) strengthening regional department staff 
resources and skills to better identify gender 
mainstreaming opportunities in operations, 
(ii) articulating gender outcomes better in 
project design, and (iii) managing project 
activities better to deliver the desired gender 
outcomes. By 2008, annual figures had begun 
to rise. ADB appointed at least one gender 
specialist in each regional department to 
increase its internal capacity to design and 
implement gender mainstreaming efforts. 
To accelerate progress toward the target, 
Management in early 2009 established a 
working group on gender, which called for 
early identification of gender mainstreaming 
opportunities, as well as regular monitoring, 
clearer gender categorization of projects, and 
more staff training and knowledge in this area. 
In 2010, Management introduced a pilot results 
delivery scheme linking OCR allocations to 
performance in gender mainstreaming  
(as well as cofinancing and support for 
education) (footnote 80). Furthermore, 
additional gender specialists were recruited and 
staff training continued with support from the 
Gender Equity CoP.  
ADB’s annual performance improved in 2010 
and 2011, surpassing targets for both ADB 
and ADF operations. Results in 2012 were 
even stronger—a testament to the successful 
implementation of the actions recommended 
since concerns were first reported.
 X Knowledge Management 
ADB mixed
Progress on ADB’s knowledge management 
is assessed through an indicator of internal 
perceptions of knowledge management at  
ADB and an indicator of external perceptions  
of ADB as a source of knowledge on 
development issues (Table 15). ADB exceeded 
the target for internal perceptions of knowledge 
management but missed the target for the 
external knowledge management indicator  
by 4 percentage points. Progress is therefore 
rated mixed.
  Staff Perceptions of Knowledge 
Management at ADB ADB  
  External Perceptions of ADB as a Source of 
Knowledge on Development Issues ADB  
The annual independent staff survey—the Most 
Admired Knowledge Enterprises survey—gauges 
staff perceptions of ADB performance on 
knowledge management.86 Staff perceptions 
of knowledge management continued to 
improve in 2012. ADB’s rating rose to 69% 
86 ADB knowledge management perception surveys. http://www.adb.org/site/knowledge-management/knowledge-
agenda/perception-surveys
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Figure 13: ADB Projects with Gender 
Mainstreaming, 2008–2012 
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source: ADB Regional and Sustainable Development Department.
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from 66% in 2011, surpassing the 2012 target 
of 60% for the third year in succession. ADB 
improved in all eight knowledge performance 
dimensions between the 2011 and 2012 
surveys. Performance continued to improve 
on four dimensions that received the lowest 
scores during 2008–2011: (i) effectiveness 
in encouraging and sustaining the practice 
of knowledge management; (ii) effectiveness 
in developing staff intellectual growth and 
managing knowledge assets; (iii) working 
with external stakeholders; and (iv) adopting, 
incorporating, and applying lessons learned 
and experiences in operations and sharing them 
within ADB and with  
other stakeholders. 
IED conducted a special evaluation study  
on knowledge management in 2012. Its six 
main findings concern (i) strengthening the 
enabling environment by improving incentive 
structures to better reward staff doing 
knowledge work; (ii) improving enabling 
technologies, particularly for knowledge 
storage, retrieval, and sharing; (iii) improving 
knowledge needs identification by expanding 
successful approaches undertaken by 
regional departments and preparing country-
specific knowledge management briefs; 
(iv) strengthening knowledge sharing by better 
capturing and sharing tacit knowledge across 
DMCs; (v) strengthening knowledge sharing 
through dissemination of knowledge products 
Table 15: Knowledge Management (Level 3)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank
Baseline 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Annual MAKE survey assessment 
rating (%)
2006 54 55 60 62 66 69 60
ADB perceived externally as 
excellent source of knowledge on 
development issues (% strongly 
agreeing)a
2009 29 29 36 40
ADB = Asian Development Bank, MAKE = Most Admired Knowledge Enterprises.
a  Data obtained from ADB perceptions survey conducted every 3 years. In 2010, ADB adopted a baseline and established 
the 2012 target.
Sources: ADB Department of External Relations, and Regional and Sustainable Development Department.
and services; and (vi) preparing an ADB 
knowledge management strategic directions 
document.
ADB is finalizing a new knowledge management 
action plan, which will respond to IED’s 
findings. The plan aims to prioritize its work 
on knowledge solutions, enrich the quality 
of ADB’s and DMCs’ knowledge capabilities, 
and advance ADB’s knowledge assets. Actions 
already underway include (i) improving the 
terms of reference for the CoPs; (ii) planning the 
Information Systems and Technology Strategy 
III to support technology-based knowledge 
platforms and improve the integration of 
ADB databases; (iii) preparing knowledge 
management plans in some DMCs; and 
(iv) examining comparator organizations’ 
practices for mobilizing private sector 
participation in knowledge operations. To 
improve the delivery of knowledge solutions 
to DMCs, ADB in 2012 created the Knowledge 
Sharing and Services Center, which consolidates 
the various functions and initiatives for 
knowledge management and knowledge 
sharing across ADB departments.
The indicator on external perceptions of ADB as 
a source of knowledge on development issues 
measures clients’ perceptions, complementing 
the Most Admired Knowledge Enterprises 
survey of staff perceptions of ADB’s knowledge 
management. Results of the 2012–2013 
Level 3
ADB’s Operational Effectiveness
51
external perceptions survey show that 36% of 
respondents interviewed strongly agree with 
the statement, “ADB is an excellent source 
of knowledge on development issues.” This 
represents a significant improvement from 
the baseline of 29% set in 2009 and is slightly 
below the 2012 target of 40%. 
In January 2013, the 2012 Global Go To Think 
Tanks Report, which surveyed more than 6,500 
think tanks, ranked the ADB Institute sixth (up 
from 10th) among government-affiliated think 
tanks. The ADB Institute was also ranked the 
17th best international development think tank, 
24th best think tank outside the United States, 
and the 32nd best think tank in the world. 
 X Partnerships 
ADB good ADF good
ADB progressed further on partnering with civil 
society organizations (CSOs) and expanded 
its use of program-based approaches. The 
proportion of CPS and country portfolio 
review missions conducted jointly with other 
development partners remained above target 
(Table 16). With all three indicators achieving 
their targets, this category is rated good for ADB 
and the ADF. 
  Participation of Civil Society Organizations 
in Sovereign Operations ADB  ADF  
ADB further increased the participation of 
CSOs in its sovereign operations in 2012. The 
proportion of operations with CSO participation 
rose to 98% for both ADB and ADF operations 
(2011: 91% for ADB, 96% for ADF). The strong 
performance indicates greater staff capacity to 
use participatory approaches, more collaboration 
with CSOs in the preparation of social safeguard 
documents and monitoring of safeguards 
implementation, and greater awareness of the 
role of CSOs among project implementers.
ADB conducted three regional hub workshops—
in Australia, Indonesia, and Pakistan—to build 
staff capacity to effectively use participatory 
approaches to development support. ADB 
also conducted outreach in nine member 
countries to share its policies and approaches to 
participation, accountability, and transparency 
with government officials, the media, and CSO 
representatives. CSOs attended ADB’s 2012 
Annual Meeting in record numbers:  
Table 16: Partnerships (Level 3)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Sovereign operations 
with CSO 
participation (%)
2006 78 76 72a 79 91 98 80 85 82 75 81 96 98 80
New program-based 
approaches 
approved (number)
2006 29 45 62a 51 51 43 10 20 26 29 23 24 21 8
CPS and CPR 
missions conducted 
jointly with at 
least one other 
development 
partner (% annually)
2006 33 39 56 65 88 76 60 40 44 61 74 88 74 60
CPR = country portfolio review, CPS = country partnership strategy, CSO = civil society organization.
a Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, Regional and Sustainable Development 
Department, regional departments, resident missions, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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395 participants representing 101 CSOs were 
present from 34 countries, including 24 from 
Asia and the Pacific.
  Program-Based Approaches   
 ADB  ADF  
ADB continued its strong support for program-
based approaches. ADB approved 43 operations 
using program-based approaches in 2012 
(including 10 in ADF-only countries), and 21 
operations using program-based approaches 
in its ADF operations, exceeding the targets. 
Of the 43 operations, 21 program-based 
approaches were in the form of multitranche 
financing facility subprojects and 18 were 
policy-based operations. 
  Joint Country Partnership Strategies and 
Country Portfolio Review Missions 
 ADB  ADF  
In 2012, the proportion of CPS and country 
portfolio review missions conducted jointly with 
other development partners continued  
to surpass the 60% target for both ADB  
and ADF operations. However, the proportion 
declined to 76% for ADB and 74% for ADF 
(from 88% for both ADB and ADF operations  
in 2011). ADB conducted 11 of 12 CPS  
missions and 17 of 25 country portfolio 
review missions in close collaboration with 
development partners.
  Progress on Paris Declaration Commitments
The Global Partnership on Effective 
Development Cooperation, launched  
during the Fourth High Level Forum on  
Aid Effectiveness in December 2011 in 
Busan, established a foundation for effective 
cooperation in international development.  
In 2012, ADB played an active role in 
developing global governance and monitoring 
frameworks related to this partnership. The 
new ADB corporate results framework will 
incorporate Busan indicators when they  
become available.
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To support effective management of its 
operations measured at level 3, ADB must 
manage its human resources carefully to 
maximize the talents of more than 3,000 staff at 
headquarters and in resident missions across the 
region. It must also ensure that its operations are 
supported by adequate budget and efficient and 
flexible business processes. This section reviews 
progress in these areas against the 13 indicators 
in this level of the corporate results framework.
 X Human Resources  
ADB good
Four results framework indicators capture the 
adequacy of staffing in operations departments 
and resident missions, gender balance at ADB, 
and staff motivation and satisfaction (Table 17). 
ADB made progress or consolidated achievements 
in all areas. The target for staffing of operations 
departments was met for the second consecutive 
year and that for resident missions was met for 
the third consecutive year. The representation 
of women international staff made large gains, 
but fell just short of the target. The biennial staff 
engagement survey showed more progress on the 
results of the 2010 survey. With most indicators 
achieving their targets, this category is rated good.
  Staff in Operations Departments  ADB 
  Staff in Resident Missions ADB  
ADB progressed in implementing its 3-year 
budget transformation plan by ensuring 
Level 4
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Table 17: Human Resources (Level 4)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank
Base- 
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Budgeted international and 
national staff in operations 
departments (%)a
2004–2006 
average
52 53b 53b 55b 56b 56b 56b
Budgeted international and 
national staff in resident 
missions (%)c
2004–2006 
average
42 46b 47b 48b 48b 49b 48b
Representation of women 
international staff in  
total (%)d
2007 29 28 28 29 31 34 35
Staff engagement survey 
results (index)e
2008 60 60 68 73 67
a “Operations departments” refers to regional departments and the Private Sector Operations Department.
b Figures are annual percentages, rather than 3-year rolling averages.
c  This represents the proportion of international and national staff positions in resident missions of those assigned to regional 
departments. 
d This indicator follows the targets of the Third Gender Action Program. 
e The staff engagement survey is conducted every 2 years.
Source: Asian Development Bank Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department.
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adequate staff strength in operations 
departments and resident missions. At the end 
of 2012, 56% (985 of 1,769) of all international 
and national staff positions were allocated to 
operations departments, matching the target. 
Of the staff assigned to regional departments, 
49% (425 of 871) were in resident missions, 
exceeding ADB’s targets by 1 percentage point.
In 2012, ADB added 34 international and 
national staff to its operations departments at 
headquarters and in resident missions. Of the 
25 new positions in regional departments, 16 
(64%) were assigned to resident missions.
  Gender Balance at ADB ADB  
The representation of women international 
staff rose to 34% in 2012 from 31% in 2011, 
less than 1 percentage point below the target 
of 35%. The increase was attributed to the 
continued rise in the share of women in total 
hiring of international staff to 52% in 2012 
from 46% in 2011. 
The Third Gender Action Program (GAP III), 
2008–2010, and the GAP III Extension, 
2011–2012, made significant progress toward 
gender balance and equity at ADB. They also 
contributed to the creation of a supportive and 
enabling workplace environment and culture. 
As a next step, ADB is developing a diversity 
and inclusion framework for 2013–2016 that 
will leverage the full capacity of the diverse 
workforce to tackle the complex development 
challenges facing ADB’s DMCs. The framework 
will contain gender metrics, including targets 
for representation of women in international 
staff positions.
Taking stock. The DEfR process has helped 
steer efforts to improve ADB’s gender balance. 
When GAP III was established in 2007, the 
proportion of women international staff was 
29.3%. Under the program, recruitment 
and retention strategies for female staff 
were strengthened. However, progress was 
slow initially: the representation of women 
international staff declined to 28.4% in 2008 
and to 27.8% in 2009. In response, ADB 
introduced and monitored department-level 
targets for gender representation and refined its 
recruitment and retention strategy for women 
international staff. This led to a 1 percentage 
point increase in the share of women 
international staff in 2010.
GAP III was extended to 2012 and bolstered 
with additional measures, including senior staff 
accountability for gender results. Subsequently, 
the share of women professional staff rose by 
2 percentage points in 2011 and by almost 
3 percentage points in 2012—the biggest 
annual change in 6 years of DEfR reporting. 
This was facilitated in part by the expansion of 
international staff positions during 2010–2012, 
during which women increased their share 
from 35.8% of total new international staff 
appointments to 52.4% (compared with only 
19.1% in 2008).
The representation of women international 
staff at entry levels (1–4) grew from 33% in 
2010 to 45% in 2012, but declined slightly at 
pipeline levels (5–6) from 30% to 29% in the 
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Figure 14: Gender Balance at ADB, 
2012 (%)
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source: ADB Budget, Personnel and Management Systems 
Department.
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same period. At senior levels (7–10), women’s 
representation increased from 20% in 2010 
to 27% in 2012. The number of vacancies for 
country office heads and deputy heads filled by 
women increased from 0% in 2010 to 25.9% in 
2012 with the appointment of 7 women among 
the 27 appointees in 2012. The attrition rate 
of women during this period was consistently 
lower than that of male international staff, 
suggesting initiatives to increase retention may 
have been successful.
  Staff Engagement  ADB  
The 2012 staff engagement survey showed 
continued improvement from the 2008 survey. 
The staff participation rate in the 2012 staff 
engagement survey was 93% and the staff 
engagement index was 73%. These results  
were higher than the corresponding figures 
from the 2010 survey, when the staff 
participation rate was 88% and the staff 
engagement index was 68%.
The scores improved in 23 of 24 survey 
categories. The most significant improvements 
in scores were on staff development, rewards 
and recognition, ethics, values and beliefs, 
management, and performance evaluation. 
Categories receiving favorable scores of less than 
60% all concerned human resource management: 
career development; rewards and recognition; 
stress, balance, and workload; and performance 
evaluation. Department heads consulted staff and 
formulated follow-up actions in response to the 
survey findings. Progress on the action plans are 
monitored and reported to staff.
 X Budget Adequacy  
ADB poor
ADB’s budget adequacy is measured through 
four internal administrative expenses (IAE) ratios 
related to project approvals, disbursements, 
and implementation (Table 18). Two budget 
adequacy indicators—IAE per $1 million 
project approval and IAE per $1 million project 
disbursement—improved in 2012, although not 
enough to change the rating from poor. The 
other two indicators—IAE per project approved 
and IAE per project under implementation—
were stable. ADB’s performance in all four 
indicators remained below the target of 
Table 18: Budget Adequacy (Level 4)
Indicator
Baseline 
Yeara
Asian Development Bank
Base- 
line 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Internal administrative expenses 
per $1 million of project 
approval ($’000)
2004–2006 
average
43 28 29 31 37 Maintain
Internal administrative expenses 
per project approved ($ 
million in 2000 constant 
prices)
2004–2006 
average
2.8 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 Maintain
Internal administrative expenses 
per $1 million disbursement 
($’000)
2004–2006 
average
62 41 43b 50 60 Maintain
Internal administrative 
expenses per project under 
implementation ($’000 in 
2000 constant prices)
2004–2006 
average
427 395 395 397 395
Maintain or 
increase
a  For indicators with a 3-year average as the baseline, the figures represent the 2007–2009 average for 2009, the 2008–2010 
average for 2010, the 2009–2011 average for 2011, and the 2010–2012 average for 2012.
b Includes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
Source: Asian Development Bank Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department. 
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maintaining the 2004–2006 baseline values and 
is therefore rated poor.
  IAE per $1 million of project approval  
 ADB  
  IAE per project approved ADB 
  IAE per $1 million disbursement ADB  
  IAE per project under implementation 
 ADB 
IAE per $1 million of project approval increased 
considerably in 2010–2012 to $37,000 from 
$31,000 in 2009–2011. This was made possible 
by the sizeable annual increases in budget 
under the 3-year budget transformation plan, 
2010–2012.87 IAE per $1 million disbursement 
rose significantly from $50,000 to $60,000 
because the 3-year IAE budget increased by 
12% from 2009–2011 to 2010–2012 while the 
volume of disbursements dropped by 7% in the 
same period.88
ADB adjusted its budget indicators in the new 
results framework to enable measurement 
of budget efficiency and adequacy (footnote 
4). The number of budget indicators has 
been reduced from four to two—one existing 
indicator and one new indicator. The existing 
indicator—IAE per $1 million disbursement—
measures overall efficiency in using the budget 
to support operations. The 2016 target for 
this indicator is lower than the baseline, 
confirming ADB’s commitment to greater 
efficiency. The new indicator captures the 
share of the operational budget used for 
project implementation. The 2016 target for 
this indicator envisages an increase in budget 
share to ensure that adequate resources are 
allocated to supervision of operations and 
87 The objectives of the 3-year budget transformation plan, 2010–2012, are to (i) address persistent human and financial 
resource gaps that have accumulated over several years as operations have expanded significantly, (ii) enhance the 
quality of ADB operations, (iii) expand ADB’s knowledge services, and (iv) implement Strategy 2020 effectively. This 
entails large budget and staff increases during the 3-year period.
88 The calculation does not include periodic financing requests that became effective in 2012. If these were included, the 
average processing time for both ADB and ADF would shorten to 19 months.
portfolio management. The DEfR will report 
progress on these budget indicators starting 
in 2014. 
 X Business Processes and Practices 
ADB good ADF good
The business processes and practices indicators 
gauge ADB’s responsiveness to its clients by 
reviewing the speed of project processing 
and the level of resident mission leadership in 
project administration, country programming, 
portfolio review, and economic work. As most 
indicators met or exceeded targets, the rating is 
good (Table 19).
  Project Processing Time   ADB  ADF  
The average processing time for sovereign 
operations was shortened by 1 month to 21 
months for ADB and lengthened by the same 
amount to 20 months for the ADF.88 Processing 
time fell short of the targets for both ADB and 
the ADF. Project processing required an average 
of 22 months, while policy-based operation 
processing took 10 months.
The share of operations processed using the 
streamlined business processes increased 
considerably from 39% in 2011 to 70% in 2012. 
It took an average of 11 months to process 
operations under the streamlined business 
processes in 2012, significantly shorter than 
the average of 37 months under the previous 
business processes. A larger share of projects 
included project preparatory TA (48% in 2012 
compared with 39% in 2011), lengthening total 
processing time and offsetting the gains from the 
streamlined business processes. 
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Table 19: Business Processes and Practices (Level 4)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Base-
line 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012 
Target
Average sovereign 
operations processing 
time (months from 
fact finding to 
effectiveness)a
2006 28 21 19b 19b 22 21 16 28 19 15 16 19 20 16
Sovereign operations 
administered by 
resident missions (%)
2006 39 38 37 41 40 44 43 36 39 37 41 41 43 43
Resident missions 
leading country 
programming (%)
2007 91 95 95 95 100 100 100 94 100 94 100 100 100 100
Resident missions 
leading country 
portfolio review (%)
2007 91 91 95 95 100 100 100 94 100 100 100 100 100 100
Resident missions 
leading country 
economic work (%)
2007 91 100 95 100 100 100 100 88 100 94 100 100 100 100
a  Defined as the average time from loan or project preparatory technical assistance fact-finding to effectiveness. Effectiveness refers to the 
date on which the loan, grant, or guarantee agreement comes into force. 
b Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, regional departments, and Strategy and 
Policy Department.
  Delegation of Project Administration to 
Resident Missions ADB  ADF  
  Resident Missions Leading:
Country Programming ADB  ADF  
Portfolio Review ADB  ADF 
Country Economic Work   ADB  ADF  
ADB delegated the administration of 44% of 
all ongoing projects and 43% of ongoing ADF 
projects to resident missions, meeting its targets 
for both ADB and the ADF. This was facilitated 
by the notable expansion of resident mission 
capacity, supported by the 3-year budget 
transformation plan. All resident missions led 
country programming, country portfolio review, 
and economic work in 2012. 
Taking stock. The DEfR has reported on 
the decentralization process since 2007, 
when Management called on departments 
and offices to promote more flexible, field-
driven management of operations. In 2009, 
ADB began implementing the expansion of 
field office capacity, adding new positions, 
improving their benefits and administration, 
and strengthening communication between 
headquarters and the field. In 2010, supported 
by a budget increase, ADB matched the target 
of allocating 48% of regional department staff 
to resident missions. Further progress was 
made in 2011 with the addition of more staff, 
including deputy director positions.
Supported by the 3-year budget transformation 
plan, ADB allocated in 2010–2012 138 
additional positions to resident missions, 
including 20 international staff and 118 national 
and administrative staff. These new positions 
were mainly for safeguards, procurement, 
project implementation, portfolio management, 
private sector development, and public–private 
partnerships, as well as for strengthening the 
finance and administration function. The budget 
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allocation for resident mission expenditures grew 
from $17 million (8.4% of ADB’s total IAE) in 
2010 to $95 million (17.5% of ADB’s total IAE) 
in 2012. Significant increases were noted in staff 
costs, office occupancy, contractual services, and 
staff consultants.
To expand client responsiveness within the 
resources allocated, ADB is mainstreaming 
the “One ADB” approach, which promotes 
strong headquarters–field teamwork for all 
projects, regardless of the location of the team 
leader. This approach calls for consistent and 
substantive involvement of resident mission staff 
in processing and administering all projects. 
To assess its application, the new ADB results 
framework measures sovereign operations 
administered with substantial resident mission 
involvement.89 
  Managing for Development Results
In January 2012, ADB began a review of its 
results framework to ensure its continued 
relevance as a corporate performance 
management tool. The review assessed the 
framework’s achievements and challenges 
associated with its use, examined good 
practices, and consulted stakeholders on  
areas in which it could be strengthened.  
It adopted several improvements, including 
(i) incorporation of inclusive economic growth 
indicators; (ii) more focus on project outcomes, 
sustainability, and implementation; 
89 This indicator includes two components: (i) projects for which administration is led by staff in resident missions, and (ii) 
projects for which administration is led by headquarters staff and for which resident mission staff participated in one or 
more review missions during the year.
and (iii) better measurement of nonsovereign 
operations, budget efficiency and adequacy, 
and decentralization. The new framework was 
approved in January 2013 and will be used to 
assess ADB’s performance during 2013–2016.
ADB refined its guidelines for preparing country 
development effectiveness briefs to reflect 
contributions to country outcomes more 
explicitly. In 2012, briefs were prepared for 
Indonesia, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
the Philippines, Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka. 
To improve communication about results with 
its stakeholders, ADB developed new pages on 
its website that provide easier access to data at 
the corporate, country, and project levels. ADB 
departments realigned their 2013 results-based 
work plans to the newly adopted corporate 
results framework.
In 2012, ADB’s learning and development 
programs held at headquarters and in the India 
and Viet Nam resident missions trained staff on 
the preparation and use of results frameworks 
for monitoring sector outcomes and outputs. 
In addition, as part of the continuing efforts to 
mainstream results orientation in DMCs, ADB 
deepened its support for country programs 
of the Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on 
managing for development results in Cambodia, 
Malaysia, and Mongolia. To support this 
process, a framework for results-based public 
sector management was developed together 
with a rapid assessment guide.
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Actions
 X Synopsis of Past Actions and  
Their Impact
Management actions taken during 2008–2012 
aimed to increase ADB’s operational effectiveness 
through (i) greater support for Strategy 2020 
priorities, including gender mainstreaming; 
(ii) better project performance management 
(project readiness and implementation, and TA 
supervision); (iii) expanded cofinancing; and (iv) 
more effective knowledge management. A pilot 
results delivery scheme was introduced in 2010 
to galvanize efforts to increase cofinancing and 
operations supporting education and gender 
mainstreaming (footnote 80). Other actions 
targeted stronger organizational effectiveness 
by refining ADB’s human resources strategies 
and implementing them successfully (Our 
People Strategy and GAP III), increasing budget 
adequacy and efficiency, and streamlining 
business processes. Some of  
the actions, particularly in earlier years, aimed  
to increase the rigor of the DEfR process itself by 
strengthening the output aggregation method; 
the project performance reporting system;  
quality assurance for project classification;  
and the results framework, including the 
scorecard methodology.
The impact of earlier initiatives is starting to 
be seen in a number of results framework 
indicators. Since 2008, ADB operations are 
more closely aligned with Strategy 2020 
priorities, including gender mainstreaming. 
Project quality at entry has improved, and 
project start-up has become more efficient. A 
higher proportion of projects are successful. The 
level of cofinancing has increased considerably, 
and knowledge management and partnerships 
have improved. Supported by the budget 
increase, ADB has expanded its staff capacity, 
including at resident missions. ADB staff are 
more engaged and motivated, and gender 
balance at ADB has made significant strides. 
Empowerment of resident missions has also 
advanced. At the same time, actions have 
not yet translated into improved performance 
in the disbursement ratios of sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations, and the success rate 
of nonsovereign operations. Management is 
aware that improvement in many areas will 
require the implementation of actions over 
the long term. The 2013 priority actions will 
therefore focus on areas where targets were not 
met, while sustaining progress in other areas.
 X Priority Actions for 2013
The 2012 DEfR confirmed the progress  
made through initiatives introduced since  
2008 and reiterated the importance of  
project implementation—particularly project 
readiness and implementation supervision—in 
raising the effectiveness of ADB’s operations. 
Improvements included in the new results 
framework will support these initiatives 
by facilitating closer monitoring of project 
implementation performance.90 To sustain this 
progress and advance toward the revised targets 
of the new framework, ADB will introduce a 
90 The 2013–2016 results framework includes a new results area exclusively on project implementation at level 3, and an 
additional indicator measuring efficiency in processing procurement contracts. 
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suite of measures to improve project outcomes, 
paying close attention to the country and 
sector context, as well as measures to improve 
organizational effectiveness (Table 20).
In addition to these actions, ADB will revise its 
business processes and tools for collecting and 
validating data to ensure effective use of the 
new results framework in 2013. This will involve 
Table 20: Priority Actions for 2013 to Improve ADB Performance
Actions
Page Number 
Discussing 
Actions
Responsibility: 
Lead (support)
Time 
Frame
Improve project success and outcomes
Project readiness
•	 Adopt a target and time frame for achieving 
project readiness for all infrastructure operations, 
focusing on completing before project approval (i) 
detailed engineering design (or preliminary design 
depending on the contract structure), (ii) bidding 
process for engagement of supervision consultants 
and contractors, (iii) necessary actions to ensure 
safeguard readiness, and (iv) government approvals 
and clearances relating to funding and institutional 
arrangements.
37 Regional departments 
(OGC, OSFMD, RSDD, 
SPD)
June 2013 
•	 Complete the review of existing instruments for 
funding detailed engineering design.
37 SPD (regional 
departments)
June 2013
•	 Monitor and report progress on project readiness 
regularly at operations review meetings.
37 OSFMD, SPD (regional 
departments)
2013 
onward
Procurement quality and efficiency
•	 Implement the recommendations of the recently 
approved ADB Procurement Governance Review, 
focusing on (i) adopting a risk-differentiated approach 
to procurement; (ii) involving procurement specialists 
early on in complex procurement; (iii) strengthening 
staff skills and capacity for procurement through 
accreditation, training, and outposting; and (iv) 
streamlining ADB’s procurement processes and 
measuring efficiency against minimum service 
standards.
37 OSFMD, regional 
departments (OGC)
2013 
onward
Resources for project readiness and supervision
•	 Reallocate and share staff resources as appropriate 
and increase staff skills in procurement and 
implementation supervision through targeted 
recruitment (including project engineers) and training.
37–38 Operations departments, 
OSFMD (BPMSD)
2013 
onward
(i) updating staff guidelines on monitoring 
the new level 2 core sector indicators and 
incorporating related changes into e-Operations, 
(ii) implementing the new staff guidance note on 
incorporating inclusive economic growth in CPSs, 
and (iii) conducting a communication campaign 
to inform ADB staff and external stakeholders 
about the content and use of the new  
results framework.  
continued on next page
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Actions
Page Number 
Discussing 
Actions
Responsibility: 
Lead (support)
Time 
Frame
•	 Recognize more systematically good staff 
performance in improving project readiness and 
implementation supervision in staff performance 
reviews.
38 Operations departments 
(BPMSD) 
2013 
onward
Finance sector operations
•	 Consolidate finance sector skills and knowledge 
in support of operations, sequence operations to 
support reforms through technical assistance projects 
before approving projects and credit lines, and pursue 
focus and selectivity in responding to country needs.
37 Operations departments, 
(Finance CoP, OREI)
2013 
onward
Quality at entry
•	 Continue improving the quality at entry of CPSs, and 
sovereign and nonsovereign operations following 
the recommendations of the quality at entry working 
group.
40–41 Operations departments
(SPD)
Ongoing
Quality of project completion reports
•	 Strengthen quality control of project completion 
reports within operations departments.
38
Operations departments Ongoing
•	 Clarify expected standards by updating guidelines on 
project completion reports, and IED validation reports 
and project performance evaluation reports, and 
ensure consistent approach to rating project success 
across these three tools.
38 IED, OSFMD, (operations 
departments)
Q2 2013
Increase representation of women in international staff
•	 Complete the development of the Diversity and 
Inclusion Framework, 2013–2016, which will include 
new targets on representation of women international 
staff, and begin implementation of the framework.
56 BPMSD, all departments 
and offices
2013 
Manage budget efficiently to support project outcomes
•	 Ensure budget adequacy for project implementation 
by reallocating resources while continuing to ensure 
efficient budget use.
58 All departments and 
offices (BPMSD)
Ongoing
Improve project processing efficiency
•	 Continue to implement the 2010 streamlined business 
processes.
58 Operations departments Ongoing
ADB = Asian Development Bank, BPMSD = Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department, CoP = community 
of practice, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, OGC = Office of the General Counsel, OREI = Office of Regional 
Economic Integration, OSFMD = Operations Services and Financial Management Department, Q = quarter, RSDD = Regional 
and Sustainable Development Department, SPD = Strategy and Policy Department. 
Note: “Operations departments” refers to regional departments and the Private Sector Operations Department.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
Table 20 continued
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Conclusion
New data on poverty and human development 
trends in the region indicated continued progress. 
Asia and the Pacific reduced poverty and improved 
many social outcomes, albeit with weaker results 
in ADF countries. The MDGs for gender parity in 
primary and secondary education and rural and 
urban access to water were achieved in aggregate, 
leading to a good rating for poverty and human 
development outcomes. However, progress 
on sanitation and health indicators remained 
insufficient. About 20% of the region’s population 
remains in extreme poverty, and the number of 
people defined as vulnerable is increasing. The 
context underscores the need for all development 
players to continue working together with a 
sharper focus on development results.
The ADB results framework indicators on 
operational effectiveness showed progress in 
many areas since 2008, although some remained 
below their targets. ADB’s new operations 
remained focused on Strategy 2020 priorities 
and well designed. The proportion of recently 
completed operations that successfully delivered 
results continued to increase. Good progress 
on knowledge management and partnerships 
was sustained. At the same time, project 
implementation weaknesses caused by inadequate 
project readiness and project management 
issues continue to constrain ADB’s operational 
effectiveness.
Organizational effectiveness remained strong. 
The DEfR process helped improve human 
resource management, including gender 
balance at ADB. ADB made steady progress  
in decentralizing staff to resident missions  
and delegating to them a larger share of  
project administration and country 
programming management, portfolio review, 
and economic work.
ADB’s performance in 2013–2016 in support 
of Strategy 2020 will be assessed against a 
new results framework with revised indicators 
and updated baselines and targets. ADB 
Management has reinforced its actions to 
overcome performance issues raised in the  
2012 DEfR and will monitor their progress.
The scrutiny provided by the annual DEfR 
exercise and the actions introduced in 2009–
2012 have led to a greater staff orientation 
toward development results. As expected, some 
problems have been more difficult to address 
than others and require more comprehensive 
and sustained reforms. ADB recognizes that 
persistence is needed to overcome the more 
difficult performance challenges and will 
continue to strive to improve performance and 
expand its contribution to the development of 
the region. 
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 p
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re
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 r
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D
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ep
or
t,
 2
00
8 
da
ta
 w
as
 9
.4
, r
ou
nd
ed
 t
o 
9.
 L
at
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 c
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 m
ay
 n
ot
 s
um
 p
re
ci
se
ly
 b
ec
au
se
 o
f 
ro
un
di
ng
. 
2.
 
Fo
r 
de
ta
ils
 o
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de
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 p
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 f
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 D
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l c
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l t
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 c
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ur
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 c
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ur
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en
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00
7 
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er
ag
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fo
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00
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20
06
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00
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er
ag
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fo
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00
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 X Level 4: Organizational Effectiveness
Table A1.6: Human and Budget Resources
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank
Base- 
line 
Value 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2012  
Target Signal
Human Resources  ADB  good
Budgeted international and  
national staff in operations 
departmentsa (%)
2004–2006 
average
52 53b 53b 53b 55b 56b 56b 56b
Budgeted international and national 
staff in resident missionsc (%)
2004–2006 
average
42 44b 46b 47b 48b 48b 49b 48b
Representation of women 
international staff in totald (%)
2007 29 29 28 28 29 31 34 35
Staff engagement survey resultse 
(index)
2008 60 60 68 73 67
Budget Adequacy  ADB  poor
Internal administrative expenses 
per $1 million of project approval 
($’000)
2004–2006 
average
43 36 32 28f 27 31 37 Maintain
Internal administrative expenses  
per project approved ($ million  
in 2000 constant prices)
2004–2006 
averagef
2.8 2.5 2.4 2.3g 2.2 2.2 2.3 Maintain
Internal administrative expenses per 
$1 million disbursement ($’000)
2004–2006 
averagef
62 53 46 41g 43g 50 60 Maintain
Internal administrative expenses 
per project under implementation 
($’000 in 2000 constant prices)
2004–2006 
averagef
427 411 399 395g 395 397 394
Maintain 
or 
increase
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Rating of key performance indicators (KPIs):
 ADB 2012 target achieved
 ADB 2012 target not achieved
Rating of composite indicators:
  good: Two-thirds or more of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved 
the target.
  poor: Less than half of KPIs that make up the composite indicator achieved the 
target.
An arrow indicates a significant (≥3%) change from previous performance: an arrow pointing up indicates improvement; an arrow pointing 
down indicatess deterioration. 
a “Operations departments” refers to regional departments and the Private Sector Operations Department.
b These figures represent annual percentages, rather than the 3-year rolling average.
c This represents the proportion of international and national staff positions in resident missions of those assigned to regional departments.  
It includes staff posted in resident missions from regional departments. 
d This indicator follows the Third Gender Action Program targets. 
e The staff engagement survey is conducted every 2 years. 
f For indicators with a 3-year average as the baseline, the figures represent the 2005–2007 average for 2007, the 2006–2008 average  
for 2008. 
Source: ADB Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department.
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Appendix 2
List of ADB Developing Member Countries  
(As Used in the 2012 Development Effectiveness Review)
Table A2.1: ADB Countries
Afghanistana
Armeniaa
Azerbaijana 
Bangladesha
Bhutana
Cambodiaa
China, People’s Republic of
Cook Islandsa
Fiji
Georgiaa
India
Indonesiaa
Kazakhstan 
Kiribatia
Kyrgyz Republica
Lao People’s Democratic 
Republica
Malaysia
Maldivesa
Marshall Islandsa
Federated States of 
Micronesiaa
Mongoliaa
Myanmar
Nauru
Nepala
Pakistana
Palau
Papua New Guineaa
Philippines 
Samoaa
Solomon Islandsa
Sri Lankaa
Tajikistana
Thailand
Timor-Lestea
Tongaa
Turkmenistan
Tuvalua
Uzbekistana 
Vanuatua
Viet Nama
ADB = Asian Development Bank.
a  Developing member countries with access to the Asian Development Fund during the eighth replenishment period (2005−2008).
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A2.2: Classification of ADB Countries
OCR-Only Blend Countriesa, b ADF-Onlyb
China, People’s Republic of
Fiji
Indiac
Kazakhstan
Malaysia
Philippines
Thailand
Turkmenistan
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Cook Islands
Georgia
Indonesia
Marshall Islands
Federated States of Micronesia
Naurud
Pakistan 
Palaud
Papua New Guinea
Sri Lanka
Uzbekistan
Viet Nam
Afghanistan
Bhutan
Cambodia
Kiribati
Kyrgyz Republic 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 
Maldives
Mongolia
Myanmare
Nepal
Samoa
Solomon Islands
Tajikistan
Timor-Leste
Tonga
Tuvalu
Vanuatu
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
Note: To compare over time, the classification of countries during the eighth replenishment of the ADF (2005−2008 period) is 
applied. Assessments of countries classified as fragile and conflict-affected situations cover 11 countries considered in this category 
in 2004–2006 (baseline period for many results framework key performance indicators).
a Blend countries have access to both the ADF and OCR. 
b Countries with access to the ADF during its eighth replenishment period (2005–2008). 
c India is officially classified as a blend country but has not had access to the ADF since 1986.
d No access to the the ADF during 2005–2008.
e Currently with no access to the ADF.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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 X Level 1: Asia and Pacific 
Development Outcomes
The data in Tables A3.1 and A3.2 have been 
revised to include new country data on poverty 
and human development, and other development 
outcome indicators made available in 2010–2011.
Table A3.1: Poverty and Human Development in Asia and Pacific (Level 1)
(Revised Baseline and Target)
Indicator
Asian Development 
Bank Countries
Asian Development 
Fund Countries
Asian Development 
Fund-Only Countries
Baseline 
2005
Target 
2015
Baseline 
2005
Target 
2015
Baseline 
2005
Target 
2015
Population living on less than $1.25 (PPP) per day 
(%)
27.0
27.1
27.5
27.4
33.1
29.0
30.2
29.3
38.8
39.2
31.5
30.9
Primary education completion rate,  
both sexes (%)
90.9
92.7
100.0 79.1 100.0 68.2
68.2
100.0
100.0
Ratio of girls to boys in:
Primary education 0.97
0.96
1.00 0.91
0.87
1.00 0.81
0.81
1.00
Secondary education 0.91 1.00 0.91
0.92
1.00 0.71
0.71
1.00
Tertiary education 0.82
0.82
1.00 0.70
0.73
1.00 0.48 1.00
Under-5 child mortality (per 1,000 live births) 57
56
29 68
63
36
35
102
88
50
48
Women in nonagricultural wage  
employment (%)
1.31
0.45
Reverse 0.14
0.22
Reverse 0.071
0.13
Reverse
Population with sustainable access to improved 
water source (%):
  
Urban 95.4
95.6
96.7
96.2
90.8
91.5
95.3
94.9
81.9
82.0
83.9
83.4
Rural 79.0
79.8
81.1
84.5
75.2
75.9
82.5
84.9
58.6
58.7
71.6
72.1
continued on next page
Appendix 3
Changes to Data
This appendix explains the changes made to 
the data reported in the 2011 Development 
Effectiveness Review (DEfR).1 Tables in this 
appendix include only those indicators for which 
data have been revised, with the revised data 
presented (in bold) below the original data.
1 ADB. 2011. Development Effectiveness Review 2010. Manila.
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Indicator
Asian Development 
Bank Countries
Asian Development 
Fund Countries
Asian Development 
Fund-Only Countries
Baseline 
2005
Target 
2015
Baseline 
2005
Target 
2015
Baseline 
2005
Target 
2015
Population with sustainable access to improved 
sanitation (%):
  
Urban 61.9
67.0
77.6
77.9
70.0
71.1
82.7
82.3
65.1
64.0
78.9
78.8
Rural 38.5
37.5
63.3
58.8
42.2
43.0
62.8
63.1
33.1
32.4
61.4
61.2
PPP = purchasing power parity. 
Note: Asian Development Bank (ADB) countries include all of its developing member countries. Asian Development Fund (ADF) 
countries are a subset of ADB countries that have access to the ADF (including blend countries with access to both ordinary capital 
resources and the ADF). ADF-only countries are a subset of ADB countries that have access only to the ADF. ADB, ADF, and ADF-only 
country lists are based on country classification during the eighth replenishment period of the ADF (Appendix 2).
Sources:  Regional aggregates are prepared by Strategy and Policy Department using country data from the United Nations 
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) Statistics Division as part of the partnership between ADB, 
UNESCAP, and the United Nations Development Programme on the Millennium Development Goals.  Estimates are weighted 
averages of actual country values or imputed country values wherever data are missing for the year required; population data used 
as weights are from the United Nations Population Division, World Population Prospects:  The 2010 Revision; HIV data are from the 
Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS). 2011. Report on the Global Aids Epidemic 2011. Geneva. 
Table A3.1 continued
Table A3.2: Growth, Infrastructure, Finance, Governance, and Environment  
in Asia and the Pacific (Level 1)
(Revised Baseline)
Indicator
Baseline Values
ADB ADF ADF-Only
Growth
Gross domestic product per capita  
 (at constant 2000 prices, $)
1,132
1,120
698 369
364
Access to Basic Infrastructure
Telecommunications: fixed lines and mobile telephone subscribers  
(per 1,000 people)
Roads: paved roads for every 10,000 people (kilometers)
408
390
12
283
255
8
9
155
136
4
Governance
Cost to start business (% of gross national income per capita)
Time to start business (days)
46
42
50
44
53
48
52
47
65
59
55
54
Environment
Carbon dioxide emissions (tons per capita) 2.6
2.5
1.1 0.3
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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 X Level 2: Core Outputs and Outcomes
The programmed outputs for 2009–2012  
for the indicator “railways constructed  
and/or upgraded (km)” were updated to 
remove double counting in Loan No. 2288, 
and Loan No. 2602/Grant 0187 titled the 
Rehabilitation of the Railway in Cambodia 
Project. Loan No. 2602 and Grant 0187  
were supplementary to Loan No. 2288 and  
the same target was repeated in those 
documents (Table A3.3).  
Effectiveness rates of components in core 
sectors in 2008–2012 were updated to include 
ratings from project performance evaluation 
reports (PPERs), and project completion report 
(PCR) and extended annual review report (XARR) 
validation reports (PVRs) prepared during 
2008–2012 (Table A3.4). Where available, 
PPER effectiveness ratings are taken as the final 
ratings. Otherwise, PCR or XARR effectiveness 
ratings are used.  The updated effectiveness 
ratings for 2008–2010 are almost final as 
the validation exercise of the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) through PPERs and 
PVRs for this period is substantially complete. 
(Only 8 PVRs for 2 PCRs issued in 2009 and 6 
PCRs issued in 2010 remain to be completed 
in 2013.) The effectiveness rate in 2011 for 
which the validation exercise is incomplete, 
has been adjusted and includes available PPER 
and PVR ratings and projected IED validation 
results. (The same process was used to calculate 
adjusted effectiveness rates for 2012.) Projected 
validation results were calculated for the 
share of PCRs expected to be validated (75%), 
using the average historical downgrading or 
upgrading of PCR rates and taking into account 
already completed validations and evaluations.
Table A3.3: Programmed Outputs for 2009–2012 (Level 2)
(Revised Target) 
Sectors and Core Sector Outputs ADB ADF
Railways constructed and/or upgraded 
(km)
3,400
2,800
1,488
  900
ADB= Asian Development Bank, ADF= Asian Development Fund, km= kilometer.
Sources: ADB operations departments, and Strategy and Policy Department. 
Table A3.4: Effectiveness in Achieving Outcomes of Core Sector Components, 2009–2011 (%) 
(Revised Data)
Sectors
ADB ADF
2009–2011a 2010b 2011c 2009–2011a 2010b 2011c
Energy 71 67 75 67 75 67
59 56 71 46 50 65
Transport and communication 80 68 85 79 69 80
70 63 79 67 63 73
Water, sanitation, and waste 
management
61 52 53 57 53 46
52 48 48 47 47 43
Finance sector development 71 61 78 71 55 75
58 44 68 61 45 70
continued on next page
2 In nonsovereign components reviewed, the overall ratings provided in the XARRs are used as proxy ratings for effectiveness 
in the achievement of outcomes.
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Table A3.5: Quality of Completed Operations (Level 3) 
(Revised Data)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank
Baseline 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 
Target
Completed sovereign operations 
rated successful (%)
2004–2006 
average
71 69 66
64
60
55
63
57
68
61
80
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
 X Level 3: Operational Effectiveness
Success rates for completed sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations were updated to include 
ratings from PPERs and PVRs prepared by IED in 
2012 (Tables A3.5 and A3.6). Ratings assigned by 
these PPERs and PVRs changed the original ratings 
based on PCRs or XARRs. Where available, PPER 
ratings are taken as the final rating. If no PPER 
was prepared, an available PVR rating is used. 
Otherwise, the PCR or XARR ratings are used. The 
updated success rates for 2004–2010 are almost 
final as the validation exercise of IED through PPERs 
and PVRs for this period is substantially complete. 
(Only 8 PVRs for 2 PCRs issued in 2009 and 6 PCRs 
issued in 2010 remain to be completed in 2013.) 
The success rate in 2011 could still change as the 
validation exercise is incomplete (13 of 76 PCRs 
issued in 2011 have been validated). Therefore, 
the success rate in 2011 for sovereign operations 
was adjusted and is based on available PPER and 
PVR ratings and projected IED validation results. 
(The same process was used to calculate adjusted 
success rates for 2012.) Projected validation results 
were calculated for the share of PCRs expected to 
be validated (75%), using the average historical 
rates of downgrading or upgrading of PCR ratings 
and taking into account already completed 
validations and evaluations. For nonsovereign 
operations, the success rate for 2011 does not 
include projected validation results given the small 
number of XARR validations undertaken by IED. 
Sectors
ADB ADF
2009–2011a 2010b 2011c 2009–2011a 2010b 2011c
Education 58 57 44 48 40 38
45 29 41 37 20 34
Total 70 61 71 66 59 63
58 50 65 54 49 59
ADB= Asian Development Bank, ADF= Asian Development Fund.
Notes: A “sector component” refers to an operation in one sector or a component of an operation with components in more than 
one sector. An operation may have one or more sector components, especially in the case of multisector or agriculture and natural 
resources projects. The outcome of each sector component is counted separately.   
a  Effectiveness rates in 2009 and 2010 were based on project completion reports/extended annual review reports, project validation 
reports, and project performance evaluation reports issued in 2009–2012. Effectiveness rate in 2011 used ratings of project 
completion reports/extended annual review reports and actual project validation reports issued in 2011–2012, and projected 
validation reports.    
b The effectiveness rates were based on project completion reports/extended annual review reports, project validation reports, and 
project performance evaluation reports issued in 2010–2012.
c The effectiveness rates used ratings of project completion reports/extended annual review reports issued in 2011, actual project 
validation reports issued in 2011–2012, and projected validation reports.    
Source: ADB PCRs/XARRs, PVRs, and PPERs issued in 2009–2012; and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table A3.7: Quality at Entry (Level 3) 
(Revised Data)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Fund
Baseline 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 
Target
Quality at entry of nonsovereign 
projects rated satisfactory (%)
2008 50 50 57 71 80
71 85
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
Following an adjustment to the scoring rule to 
bring the nonsovereign operation assessment 
methodology in line with that used for 
sovereign projects (and also consistent with 
IED practice), the QAE score for nonsovereign 
operations for 2010 was adjusted to 71%  
(Table A3.7).
Table A3.8: Budget Adequacy (Level 4) 
(Revised Data)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Bank
Baseline 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 
Target
Internal administrative expenses 
per $1 million of project approval 
($’000)
2004–2006 
average
43 36 32 28 27
29
31 Maintain
Sources: Asian Development Bank Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department; and Strategy and Policy Department.  
Table A3.6: Quality of Completed Asian Development Fund Operations (Level 3) 
(Revised Data)
Indicator
Baseline 
Year
Asian Development Fund
Baseline 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 
Target
Completed sovereign operations 
rated successful (%)
2004–2006 
average
76 78 68
64
61
55
62
54
67
57
80
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
 X Level 4: Organizational 
Effectiveness
The internal administrative expenses per  
project approved has been revised to exclude 
canceled projects and programs in 2008–2010 
(Table A3.8).
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 D
el
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ed
” 
re
fe
r 
to
 p
er
io
ds
 d
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 c
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io
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ts
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ro
gr
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 d
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hi
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 b
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 d
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iv
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ra
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 d
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iv
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ed
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pu
ts
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ro
gr
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m
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at
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ur
ce
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 c
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 d
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 f
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tio
ns
 d
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en
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at
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ar
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en
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 b
as
ed
 o
n 
so
ve
re
ig
n 
an
d 
no
ns
ov
er
ei
gn
 o
pe
ra
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Appendix 7 
Country Partnership Strategies at Completion
Table A7.1: Number of Country Assistance Program Evaluation  
and Country Partnership Strategy Final Review  
Validation Reports in 2010–2012
Year CAPE 
CPS Final Review 
Validations Total
2010 2 0 2
2011 2 5 7
2012 2 2 4
CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, CPS = country partnership strategy.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department, and Strategy 
and Policy Department.
Table A7.2: Ratings of Country Assistance Program Evaluation and Country Partnership Strategy 
Final Review Validation Reports Prepared in 2010–2012
Country Evaluation Period Year Circulated Rating
Afghanistana 2002–2011 2012 Less than Successfulc
Armeniab 2006–2011 2012 Less than Successfulc
Azerbaijanb 2000–2011 2012 Successful
Bhutana 2001–2009 2010 Successful
Indonesiab 2006–2009 2011 Successful
Kazakhstanb 2004–2006 2011 Partly Successful
Kyrgyz Republica 1994–2010 2012 Successful
Lao People’s Democratic 
Republica
2000–2009 2010 Successful
Maldivesa 1978–2010 2011 Partly Successful
Solomon Islandsb 2006–2010 2011 Successful
Sri Lankab 2009–2011 2011 Successful
Timor-Lesteb 2006–2010 2011 Partly Successful
Uzbekistana 2002–2009 2011 Successful
a Country assistance program evaluation.
b Country partnership strategy final review validation report.
c Asian Development Bank’s Independent Evaluation Department changed the rating partly successful to less than successful for 
evaluations starting 2012.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Sovereign and Nonsovereign Operations at and after Completion
Table A8.1: Project Completion Reports, Validation Reports, and 
Project Performance Evaluation Reports Issued for Sovereign Operations, 2004–2012
Year PCR PVR PPER Total
2004 73 0   1   74
2005 58 0   3   61
2006 50 0   6   56
2007 48 0 10   58
2008 75  32a 5b 112
2009 61 46c   9 116
2010  78d 45e 10 133
2011 76f 45g 8 129
2012 67h 66i 3 136
PCR = project completion report, PPER = project performance evaluation report, PVR = PCR validation report.
a Includes 7 PVRs of 2008 PCRs. 
b Includes 2 PPERs on projects for which PCRs were prepared in 2008.
c Includes 3 PVRs of 2009 PCRs. 
d 78 PCRs for 81 projects. 
e Includes 3 PVRs of 2010 PCRs.
f 76 PCRs for 84 projects. 
g Includes 2 PVRs of 2011 PCRs. 
h 67 PCRs for 68 projects. 
i Includes 1 PVR of 2012 PCRs.
Sources: Asian Development Bank PCRs, PPERs, and PVRs issued in 2004–2012; Operations Services and Financial 
Management Department; Independent Evaluation Department; and Strategy and Policy Department.
 Table A8.2: Success Ratings of Projects Based on Completion Reports Issued  
for Sovereign Operations, 2004–2012
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
No. of PCRs 
% of Projects Rated 
Successfula No. of PCRs 
% of Projects Rated 
Successfula
2004 73 67 40 65
2005 58 71 34 88
2006 50 78 30 77
2007 48 56 31 68
2008 75 59 45 53
2009 61 51 42 48
2010 78 59 56 59
2011 76 70b 52 63b
2012 67 76b 47 74b
PCR = project completion report.
Note: The percentage of projects rated successful includes projects rated successful or highly successful, and excludes projects rated 
partly successful or unsuccessful.
a Where available, project performance evaluation report (PPER) ratings are taken as the final rating. If no PPER was prepared, an 
available project completion report (PCR) validation report (PVR) rating is used. Otherwise, the PCR ratings are used. Counting of 
successful projects rated in PCRs, PVRs, and PPERs is based on the year of PCR circulation. 
b To allow a more objective assessment, the success rates for 2011 and 2012 were adjusted to incorporate projected changes in 
project success rates resulting from future IED validations (Appendix 3). 
Sources: Asian Development Bank PCRs, PVRs, and PPERs issued in 2004–2012; Operations Services and Financial Management 
Department; Independent Evaluation Department; and Strategy and Policy Department.
113
Appendix 8
 Table A8.3: Successful Sovereign Operations by Country Grouping, 
Based on Project Completion Reports Issued in 2004–2011
Year
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countries ADF-Only Countries FCAS Countriesa
No. % No. % No. % No. %
2004 28 71 32 59 13 77 12 58
2005 11 73 31 71 16 69 8 50
2006 15 73 23 74 12 92 10 70
2007 14 43 22 59 12 67 6 50
2008 15 73 38 61 22 68 16 50
2009 11 73 34 47 18 67 11 64
2010 15 60 39 54 24 67 21 67
2011 13 86b 34 66b 27 66b 20 68b 
2012 17 83b 33 74b 17 71b 9 85b 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, No. = number, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
Note: Excludes regional projects, which account for the difference in the totals shown in this table from the totals in Tables A8.1 
and A8.2. The list of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2. Successful project completion report rating of sovereign 
operations may either by highly successful or successful. 
a FCAS classification of countries is based on the country performance assessment ratings during the baseline period 2004−2006.
b  To allow a more objective assessment, the success rates for 2011 and 2012 were adjusted to incorporate projected changes in 
project success rates resulting from future Independent Evaluation Department validations (Appendix 3). 
Sources: Asian Development Bank project completion reports, project completion validation reports, and project performance 
evaluation reports issued in 2004–2012; and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A8.4: Successful Sovereign Operations by Country, Based on Project Completion Reports 
Issued in 2001–2012
 2001–2003 2004–2006 2007–2009 2010–2012
Country
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
Afghanistan 0 0 0 0 3 67 5 40
Armenia 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 100
Azerbaijan 0 0 0 0 1 100 2 50
Bangladesh 16 75 13 77 9 78 12 100
Bhutan 3 100 2 100 3 100 1 0
Cambodia 4 100 6 83 10 50 11 82
China, People's  
 Republic of 20 85 24 92 12 100 19 100
Cook Islands 2 100 1 100 0 0 1 100
Fiji 0 0 0 0 2 50 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 100
India 11 73 5 80 10 50 13 92
Indonesia 22 68 31 61 19 53 15 93
Kazakhstan 2 50 1 100 2 0 2 50
Kiribati 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Korea, Republic of 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kyrgyz Republic 3 100 6 100 5 60 6 50
Lao People's  
 Democratic Republic 7 86 6 83 7 71 10 80
Malaysia 5 60 1 100 2 50 0 0
continued on next page
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 2001–2003 2004–2006 2007–2009 2010–2012
Country
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
Maldives 0 0 1 100 3 33 3 67
Marshall Islands 3 33 4 25 1 0 0 0
Micronesia, Federated 
States of
1 0 1 100 0 0 2 0
Mongolia 8 75 2 100 6 50 7 43
Nauru 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nepal 9 67 7 57 6 67 11 91
Pakistan 16 69 11 64 30 30 25 40
Papua New Guinea 6 33 2 0 5 40 3 33
Philippines 10 60 18 39 12 50 11 45
Samoa 0 0 1 100 3 33 1 100
Solomon Islands 1 0 0 0 1 100 2 100
Sri Lanka 8 63 11 73 9 67 17 65
Tajikistan 1 0 5 100 3 67 7 100
Thailand 10 80 4 75 0 0 0 0
Timor-Leste 0 0 4 25 1 0 1 100
Tonga 3 33 1 0 0 0 1 100
Tuvalu 1 100 0 0 0 0 2 50
Uzbekistan 1 0 2 100 5 40 11 64
Vanuatu 3 67 0 0 0 0 0 0
Viet Nam 5 100 11 91 13 77 12 100
Regional 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 100
Total 183 70 181 71 184 55 221 74
No. = number, PCR = project completion report.
Note: Rating of sovereign operations may either be successful or highly successful. The success rates by country reflect ratings 
from project performance evaluation reports (PPERs) and project completion report (PCR) validation reports (PVRs) prepared by 
IED in 2012. Where PPER and PVR ratings are not available, the PCR ratings are used. Unlike in other tables on success rates in this 
Appendix, the success rates for 2011 and 2012 in this table had not been adjusted (Appendix 3). 
Sources: Asian Development Bank project completion reports issued in 2001–2012; and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A8.4 continued
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 Table A8.5: Successful Sovereign Operations by Sector, 
Based on Project Completion Reports Issued in 2001–2012
Sector
2001–2003 2004–2006 2007–2009 2010–2012a
No. of 
PCRs 
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
No. of 
PCRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
No. of 
PCRs 
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
No. of 
PCRs 
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
Agriculture and natural 
resources 36 56 35 51 41 54 42 66
Education 24 75 15 87 20 80 19 52
Energy 28 86 22 82 15 53 16 68
Finance 20 70 10 80 16 38 15 44
Health and social protection 10 40 12 67 4 75 11 94
Industry and trade 4 50 4 75 8 13 6 59
Multisector 7 86 10 80 19 63 25 78
Public sector management 6 17 11 55 15 40 20 63
Transport and ICT 29 90 30 90 34 68 37 83
Water and other municipal 
infrastructure and 
services 19 74 32 63 12 42 30 59
Total 183 70 181 71 184 55 221 68
ICT = information and communication technology, No. = number, PCR = project completion report.
Note: Rating of sovereign operations may either be successful or highly successful. 
a  To allow a more objective assessment, the success rates for 2011 and 2012 were adjusted to incorporate projected changes in project 
success rates resulting from future IED validations (Appendix 3). 
Sources: Asian Development Bank project completion reports, project completion validation reports, and project performance evaluation 
reports issued in 2001–2012; and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A8.6: Extended Annual Review Reports, Validation Reports, and  
Project Performance Evaluation Reports Issued for Nonsovereign Operations, 2007–2012
Year XARR
XARR Validation 
Report PPER Total
2007 1 0 0 1
2008 5 0 0 5
2009 5 2 1 8
2010 6 6 0 12
2011 14 1 2 17
2012 14 5 0 19
PPER = project performance evaluation report, XARR = extended annual review report.
Sources: Asian Development Bank XARRs, XARR validation reports, and PPERs issued in 2007–2012; Operations Services 
and Financial Management Department; Independent Evaluation Department; and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table A8.7: Successful Nonsovereign Operations by Sector,  
Based on Extended Annual Review Reports, 2009–2012
Sector
2009—2011 2010—2012 2012
No. of 
XARRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful
No. of 
XARRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
No. of 
XARRs
% of 
Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
Energy 5 80 10 90 6 100
Finance 20 70 23 57 7 29
Transport and ICT 0 0 1 100 1 100
Total 25 72 34 68 14 64
ICT= information and communication technology, No. = number, XARR = extended annual review report. 
Note: Rating of sovereign operations may either be successful or highly successful. The success rates for nonsovereign operations 
in 2011 and 2012 were not adjusted because the small number of Independent Evaluation Department XARR validations and 
evaluations does not provide a sufficient basis for estimating future changes in ratings. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank XARRs, XARR validation reports, and project performance evaluation reports issued in 2009–2012; 
and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A8.8: Successful Nonsovereign Operations by Country Grouping, 
Based on Extended Annual Review Reports Issued in 2007–2012
Year
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countries ADF-Only Countries
No. of Reports
% of Projects 
Rated 
Successful No.
% of Projects 
Rated 
Successful No.
% of Projects 
Rated 
Successful 
2007 0 0 1 100 0 0
2008 2 100 2 100 0 0
2009 2 50 1 100 1 100
2010 3 67 2 0 1 100
2011 7 71 4 75 1 100
2012 8 75 3 67 2 50
ADF = Asian Development Fund, No. = number, OCR = ordinary capital resources, XARR = extended annual review report.
Notes: 
1. Excludes regional projects, which account for the difference in the total shown in this table from the total in Tables A8.6 and 
8.7. The list of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
2. Rating of nonsovereign operations may either be successful or highly successful. The success rates for nonsovereign operations 
in 2011 and 2012 were not adjusted because the small number of Independent Evaluation Department XARR validations and 
evaluations does not provide a sufficient basis for estimating future changes in ratings. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank XARRs, XARR validation reports, and project performance evaluation reports issued in 2007–
2012; Operations Services and Financial Management Department; Independent Evaluation Department; and Strategy and Policy 
Department.
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Technical Assistance Projects at Completion
Table A9.1: Successful Technical Assistance Projects Based on Completion Reports,  
2004–2012
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
No. of TCRs
% of Projects  
Rated Successful No. of TCRs
% of Projects  
Rated Successful
2004 162 79 132 79
2005 160 79 124 76
2006 169 81 128 78
2007 135 81 101 77
2008 195 73 151 69
2009 183 75 144 73
2010 138 78 114 78
2011 135 81 111 79
2012 143 89 111 90
No. = number, TCR = technical assistance completion report.
Notes: 
1. The percentage of projects rated successful includes those rated successful or highly successful; and excludes projects rated partly 
successful, unsuccessful, or without a rating.
2. Excludes project preparatory technical assistance.
Sources: Asian Development Bank TCRs for advisory and regional technical assistance projects issued in 2004−2012, Operations 
Services and Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
118
Development  Effectiveness Review 2012
Table A9.2: Ratings of Technical Assistance Projects Completed in 2012
Sector
No. of 
TCRs
Highly 
Successful Successful
Partly 
Successful Unsuccessful
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Core Areas of ADB Operations 73 9 12 54 74 9 12 1 1
Infrastructure 53 8 15 37 70 7 13 1 0
Energy 19 2 11 15 79 1 5 1 0
Transport and communication 15 2 13 9 60 4 27 0 0
Water, sanitation, and waste 
management
11 1 9 9 82 1 9 0 0
Other infrastructure 8 3 38 4 50 1 13 0 0
Finance sector development 17 0 0 15 88 2 12 0 0
Education 3 1 33 2 67 0 0 0 0
Other Areas of Operations 70 12 17 52 74 4 6 2 0
Agriculture 6 2 33 4 67 0 0 0 0
Health 7 2 29 4 57 1 14 0 0
Disaster and emergency 5 1 20 3 60 1 20 0 0
Industry 52 7 13 41 79 2 4 2 0
Public sector management 54 5 9 41 76 7 13 1 0
Total 143 21 15 106 74 13 9 3 0
ADB = Asian Development Bank, No. = number, TCR = technical assistance completion report.
Notes: 
1. Project preparatory technical assistance projects are excluded. 
2. Total of highly successful and successful projects is reflected in Table A9.1.
Sources: ADB TCRs for advisory and regional technical assistance projects issued in 2004–2012, Operations Services and Financial 
Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A9.3: Successful Policy Advisory and Capacity Development Technical Assistance Projects by 
Country Grouping Based on Completion Reports, 2004–2012
Year
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countries ADF-Only Countries FCAS Countriesa
No. of 
TCRs
% of Rated 
Successful
No. of 
TCRs
% of Rated 
Successful
No. of 
TCRs
% of Rated 
Successful
No. of 
TCRs
% of Rated 
Successful
2004 24 80 37 70 34 77 17 57
2005 32 89 29 73 27 71 18 95
2006 35 85 24 71 32 78 18 75
2007 32 94 32 74 16 62   9 45
2008 38 86 27 57 38 72 21 60
2009 32 82 24 67 31 62 19 53
2010 18 78 19 63 21 72 17 74
2011 21 88 22 73 19 66   9 60
2012 27 84 14 70 28 88 20 87
ADF = Asian Development Fund, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, No. = number, OCR = ordinary capital resources, 
TCR = technical assistance completion report.
Notes: Excludes regional technical assistance. The list of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
a FCAS classification of countries is based on the country performance assessment ratings during the baseline period 2004−2006.
Sources: Asian Development Bank TCRs for advisory technical assistance projects issued in 2004−2012, Operations Services and 
Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Sovereign Operations during Implementation 
Table A10.1: Portfolio Performance Rating in 2012 (%)
Indicators
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
On track
Potential 
Problem
Satis- 
factory
Actual 
Problem On track
Potential 
Problem
Satis- 
factory
Actual 
Problem
Technical 97 1 98 1 95 3 98 2
Procurement 72 11 83 16 69 12 71 18
Disbursement 69 10 79 21 71 9 80 19
Financial 
management 99 0 99 1 99 0 1 99
Safeguards 99 0 99 0.2 100 0 100 0
Overall 69 20 89 11 66 23 89 11
Notes: 
1. Technical assesses progress toward outputs, procurement assesses the conversion of inputs into outputs, disbursement assesses 
the conversion of inputs into outputs, financial management assesses fiduciary risks, and safeguards assess reputational risks.
2. The portfolio performance indicators and rating system apply to all project loans and grants, including sector development 
projects, guarantees, periodic financing requests under multitranche financing facilities, and projects financed by the Japan Fund 
for Poverty Reduction and other trust funds. They do not apply to program loans and grants, multitranche financing facilities, 
and technical assistance projects. 
3. The five indicator ratings are combined into a single project rating by generating an average rating score for the project and 
aggregating the averages. Each individual rating is assigned a score (green = 1 point, amber = 0.5 points, red = 0 points), 
and the assigned values for each of the 5 indicators are summed and divided by 5 to produce an overall project rating score 
of between 0 and 1. A project with a score greater than or equal to 0.90 is rated on track (green); a project with a score of 
0.70–0.89 is rated a potential problem (amber); and a project with a score of less than or equal to 0.69 is rated an actual 
problem (red), and is at-risk. Appendix 10 of the 2010 Development Effectiveness Review provides more details.
4. Satisfactory rating is the sum of on track and potential problem.
5. Percentages may not total 100% because of rounding.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table A10.2: Projects under Implementation in 2012 Rated Satisfactory by Country Grouping
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countries ADF-Only Countries FCAS Countriesa
No. of 
Projects
% Rated 
Satisfactory
No. of 
Projects
% Rated 
Satisfactory
No. of 
Projects
% Rated 
Satisfactory
No. of 
Projects
% Rated 
Satisfactory
166 90 219 86 181 91 137 90
ADF = Asian Development Fund, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, No. = number, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
Notes: 
1. Regional projects are excluded. The list of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
2. Satisfactory rating may be on track or potential problem.
a FCAS classification of countries is based on the country performance assessment ratings during the baseline period 2004−2006.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A10.3: 2012 Portfolio Performance Rating by Sector
Sectors
Ongoing 
Projects 
(No.)
On Track 
(%)
Potential 
Problem 
(%)
Satisfactory 
(%)
Actual 
Problem 
(%)
Agriculture and natural 
resources
59 62 25 87 13
Education 29 73 18 90 10
Energy 54 61 25 86 14
Finance 9 56 19 75 25
Health and social protection 28 82 6 88 12
Industry and trade 7 100 0 100 0
Multisector 42 75 18 93 7
Public sector management 4 44 11 56 44
Transport and ICT 108 71 18 89 11
Water and other municipal 
infrastructure and services
57 70 24 94 6
Total 579 69 20 89 11
ICT= information and communication technology, No. = number.
Note: Satisfactory rating is the sum of on track and potential problem. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table A10.4: 2012 Asian Development Fund Portfolio Performance Rating by Sector
Sectors
Ongoing 
Projects 
(No.)
On Track 
(%)
Potential 
Problem 
(%)
Satisfactory 
(%)
Actual 
Problem 
(%)
Agriculture and natural 
resources
53 57 34 91 9
Education 34 74 15 88 12
Energy 32 50 28 78 22
Finance 7 43 43 86 14
Health and social protection 19 95 5 100 0
Industry and trade 5 100 0 100 0
Multisector 18 50 33 83 17
Public sector management 5 40 20 60 40
Transport and ICT 83 72 19 92 8
Water and other municipal 
infrastructure and services
53 68 25 92 8
Total 309 66 23 89 11
ICT= information and communication technology, No. = number.
Note: Satisfactory rating is the sum of on track and potential problem. Numbers may not sum precisely because of rounding.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Disbursements
Table A11.1: Annual Disbursements for Sovereign Operations, 2008–2012 
($ million)
Item
Asian Development Banka Asian Development Fundb
2008 2009c 2010c 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Project loans 4,473 4,889 4,977 5,796 5,585 1,303 1,116 1,141 1,119 1,141
Program loans 3,447 2,761 1,365 1,211 1,912    897    455    245 167    245
ADF grants   177    347    358    510 532    347    358    510 532    510
Total Disbursementsd 8,098 7,996 6,701 7,517 8,030 2,548 1,929 1,895 1,818 1,895
ADF = Asian Development Fund.
a Combined sovereign loans (ordinary capital resources and the ADF) and ADF grants.
b ADF grants and loans.
c Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
d Numbers may not sum precisely because of rounding.
Source: Asian Development Bank Controller’s Department.
Table A11.2: 2012 Disbursements for Sovereign Operations by Country Grouping
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countriesa ADF-Only Countries FCAS Countriesb
Amount
($ million) 
Ratio 
(%)
Amount 
($ million)
Ratio 
(%)
Amount 
($ million)
Ratio 
(%)
Amount 
($ million)
Ratio 
(%)
3,906 27 3,356 19 766 17 853 15
ADF = Asian Development Fund, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
Notes: Regional projects are excluded. The list of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
a Excludes operations financed by the Countercyclical Support Facility.
b FCAS classification of countries is based on the country performance assessment ratings during the baseline period 2004−2006.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Controller’s Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A11.3: 2012 Disbursements for Nonsovereign Operations by Country Grouping
ADBa OCR Countries ADF Countries Blend Countries
Item
Amount
($ million) 
 Ratio 
(%)
Amount 
($ million)
Ratio 
(%)
Amount 
($ million)
Ratio 
(%)
Amount 
($ million)
Ratio 
(%)
Loans 553 25 297 18 0 0 234 44
Equity 112 22 6 6 0 0 26 63
Total 665 24 303 17 0 0 259 46
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources. 
Note: The list of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
a Includes regional projects.
Sources: ADB Controller’s Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Cofinancing
Table A12.1: Direct Value-Added Cofinancing, 2004–2012
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund 
Year
Amount Cofinanced by 
Partners
($ million) 
Cofinancing Ratio
(%)
Amount Cofinanced by 
Partners 
($ million) 
Cofinancing Ratio
(%)
2004 273 5 102 8
2005 346 6 223 14
2006 1,249 17 271 18
2007   695   7 209   9
2008 1,191 11 146   6
2009 3,354 29 284   9
2010 4,425 36 720 23
2011 4,166 32 1,510 59
2012 3,631 28 429 14
Note: Direct value-added (DVA) cofinancing involves active coordination and formal agreements among financing partners that 
bring about defined client benefits, including contractual commitments by the Asian Development Bank to facilitate mobilization, 
administration, or participation in cofinancing. In February 2012, the definition of commercial cofinancing was clarified and now 
includes trade facilitation program DVA cofinancing and revised parallel loans DVA cofinancing. Applying this new definition, the 
amount of DVA cofinancing would be $7,483 million in 2011 and $5,281 million in 2010.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Office of Cofinancing Operations, Private Sector Operations Department, and Strategy  
and Policy Department.
Table A12.2: 2012 Direct Value-Added Cofinancing in Sovereign Operations by Sector
Sectors
Projects with DVA 
Cofinancing 
(Number)
Amount Cofinanced by 
Partners 
($ million)
Agriculture and natural resources 7 151.05
Education 1 3.46
Energy 6 499.50
Finance 0 0.00
Health and social protection 1 0.67
Industry and trade 0 0.00
Multisector 11 191.59
Public sector management 2 104.00
Transport and ICT 14 1,028.83
Water and other municipal infrastructure and services 5 29.69
Total 47a 2,008.79
DVA = direct value-added, ICT = information and communication technology.
Note: Numbers may not sum precisely because of rounding.
a 49 projects had DVA cofinancing from official sources, including 2 nonsovereign operations.
Source: Asian Development Bank Office of Cofinancing Operations.
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Strategic Focus in Operations
Table A13.1: Financing for Strategy 2020 Priorities 
(2012 approvals)
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Amount No. of 
Projectsa
Amount No. of 
ProjectsaItem ($ million) (%) ($ million) (%)
A. Financing for Core Sectors  10,883 83 119  2,636 88
Infrastructure  9,599 73 97  2,113 70
Energy  2,876 22 26  520 17 6
Transport and communication  4,480 34 31  885 29 15
Water, sanitation, and waste management  
 services
 1,794 14 27  494 16 16
Othersa  448 3 13  213 7 7
Finance sector development  294 2 8  219 7 7
Education  990 8 14  304 10 6
B. Financing for Other Areas 2,262 17 36 373 12
Agriculture  188 1 7  12 0 1
Health  116 1 8  116 4 8
Industry  468 4 6  68 2 5
Public sector management  1,490 11 15  176 6 10
C. Operations under B with Environmental 
Sustainability or Regional Cooperation and 
Integration as Theme
251 2 13 126 4 9
Total Financing (A+B)  13,145 100 123 3,009 100 62
Total Financing for Core Operational Areas 
(A+C)
 11,135 85  2,762 92
Notes: 
1. Financing approved for sovereign operations (including Asian Development Fund grants) and nonsovereign operations. Financing 
for multisector projects is broken down into the respective sector components.
2. Numbers may not sum precisely because of rounding.
3. Percentages may not add up to 100% because of rounding.
a Includes projects with several infrastructure components (e.g., urban sector development and disaster rehabilitation), and public 
sector management projects and programs supporting policy reforms in core sectors.
Sources: Asian Development Bank reports and recommendations of the President approved in 2012, Operations Services and 
Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table A13.2: New Projects Supporting Strategy 2020 Selected Thematic Areas  
(2012 approvals)
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Item
No. of  
Projects
Amount 
($ million)
No. of  
Projects
Amount 
($ million)
Environmental sustainability 51 6,176 21 1,112
Private sector development 49 4,800 20 950
Regional cooperation and integration 27 2,753 22 1,422
Gender mainstreaminga 55 4,804 35 956
Note: Projects exclude additional financing that does not result in new or additional outputs.
a Includes sovereign projects with gender equity as one of thematic priorities under the Asian Development Bank project 
classification system, and other projects with effective gender mainstreaming.
Sources: Asian Development Bank reports and recommendations of the President approved in 2012, Operations Services and 
Financial Management Department, Regional and Sustainable Development Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table A13.3: Financing for Strategy 2020 Priorities by Country Grouping 
(2012 approvals)
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countries ADF-Only Countries
Amount Amount Amount
Item ($ million) (%) $ million (%) ($ million) (%)
A. Financing for Core Sectors 5,488 79 3,965 87 840 84
Infrastructure 5,068 73 3,379 74 767 77
Energy 1,543 22 861 19 270 27
Transport and communication 2,370 34 1,717 38 297 30
Water, sanitation, and waste management  
 services
920 13 664 15 137 14
Othersa 235 3 137 3 62 6
Finance sector development 75 1 160 4 55 5
Education 345 5 426 9 19 2
 
B. Financing for Other Areas 1,464 21 590 13 158 16
Agriculture 150 2 25 1 6 1
Health 0 0 92 2 5 1
Industry and Trade 0 0 410 9 33 3
Public sector management 1,314 19 63 1 113 11
C.  Operations under B with Environmental 
Sustainability or Regional Cooperation  
as Theme
126 2 17 0 59 6
 
Total Financing (A+B) 6,952 100 4,555 100 998 100
 
Total Financing for Core Operational Areas 
(A+C)
5,614 81 3,982 87 899 90
ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
Notes: 
1. Covers financing approved for sovereign operations (including Asian Development Fund grants) and nonsovereign operations. 
Financing for multisector projects is broken down into the respective sector components. 
2. The country groupings differ from those presented in Appendix 2. Groupings in this table follow the classification of countries 
with access to ADF during its ninth replenishment period (2009–2012). OCR-only countries are the People’s Republic of China, 
the Cook Islands, Fiji, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, and Turkmenistan, as well as India, which 
is a blend country without access to the ADF since 1986. Blend countries are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Georgia, the 
Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Mongolia, Pakistan, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, Timor-Leste, 
Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. ADF-only countries are Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, Kiribati, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, the Maldives, Nauru, Nepal, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu. 
3. Excludes regional projects, which account for the difference with totals in Table A13.1.
4. Numbers may not sum precisely because of rounding.
a  Includes projects with several infrastructure components (e.g., urban sector development and disaster rehabilitation), and public 
sector management projects and programs supporting policy reforms in core sectors.
Sources: Asian Development Bank reports and recommendations of the President approved in 2012, Operations Services and 
Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Appendix 14
Partnerships
Table A14.1: Sovereign Operations with Participation of Civil Society Organizations,  
2006–2012
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Number % of Approvalsa Number % of Approvalsa
2006 50 78 40 85
2007 60 78 39 85
2008 65 76 42 82
2009 67 72 39 75
2010 83 79 46 81
2011 91 91 46 96
2012 96 98 58 98
a Refers to projects funded by ordinary capital resources and the Asian Development Fund approved during the year.
Sources: Asian Development Bank reports and recommendations of the President approved in 2006−2012, Regional and Sustainable 
Development Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
Table A14.2: 2012 Sovereign Operations with Participation of Civil Society Organizations  
by Country Grouping 
OCR-Only Countries Blend Countries ADF-Only Countries
Number % Number % Number %
25 100 7 88 44 98
ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
Note: The country groupings differ from those presented in Appendix 2. Groupings in this table follow the classification of countries 
with access to the ADF during its ninth replenishment period (2009–2012). OCR-only countries are the People’s Republic of China, 
the Cook Islands, Fiji, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, and Turkmenistan, as well as India, which is a blend 
country without access to the ADF since 1986. Blend countries are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Georgia, the Marshall Islands, 
the Federated States of Micronesia, Mongolia, Pakistan, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, Timor-Leste, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. 
ADF-only countries are Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, Kiribati, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the 
Maldives, Nauru, Nepal, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Regional and Sustainable Development Department, and Strategy and Policy Department.
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Appendix 15
Human Resources
Table A15.1: Budgeted Staff Complement in Operations Departments, 2006–2012
Year
No. of IS and NS  
in Operationsa
Total No. of IS and NS  
in ADBb
% of IS and NS  
in Operations
2006 687 1,308 53
2007 710 1,341 53
2008 732 1,378 53
2009 748 1,418 53
2010 846 1,546 55
2011   951c   1,706d 56
2012 985 1,769 56
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IS = international staff, No. = number, NS = national staff.
a Refers to ADB’s five regional departments and the Private Sector Operations Department.
b  Excludes directors’ advisors and staff in ADB’s Independent Evaluation Department and Office of the Compliance Review Panel, 
and young professionals.
c Includes 105 new IS and NS positions; 30 administrative staff (level 7) converted to NS 1.
d Includes 70 new IS and NS positions; 59 administrative staff (level 7) converted to NS 1.
Source: ADB Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department.
Table A15.2: Budgeted Staff Complement in Resident Missions, 2006–2012 
Year
No. of IS and NS  
in Resident Missionsa
No. of IS and NS  
in Regional Departments
% of IS and NS  
in Resident Missions
2006 280 635 44
2007 293 659 44
2008 314 680 46
2009 327 694 47
2010 368 762 48
2011  409b  846c 48
2012 425 871 49
IS = international staff, No. = number, NS = national staff.
a Includes staff posted from headquarters in resident missions.
b Includes 56 new IS and NS positions; 9 administrative staff (level 7) converted to NS 1.
c Includes 29 new IS and NS positions; 29 administrative staff (level 7) converted to NS 1.
Source: Asian Development Bank Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department.
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Table A15.3: Gender Distribution among International Staff, 2009–2011
Item
2009 2010 2011 2012
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Entry levels (1–4)
Female 112 29 135 33 151 38 172 45
Male 270 71 271 67 247 62 209 55
Pipeline levels (5–6)
Female 117 31 123 30 134 30 139 29
Male 258 69 292 70 317 70 341 71
Senior levels (7–10)
Female   29 17 40 20   47 23 57 27
Male 141 83 163 80 159 77 158 74
Total ADB International Staffa
Female 258 28 298 29 332 31 368 34
Male 669 72 726 71 723 69 708 66
ADB = Asian Development Bank, No. = number.
a Including staff on special leave without pay.
Source: ADB Budget Budget, Personnel and Management Systems Department.
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Appendix 16
Business Processes and Practices
Table A16.1: Processing Time for Sovereign Operations in 2006–2012 
(months from fact-finding to effectiveness) 
Year
Asian Development Bank Asian Development Fund
Projects Programs
All 
Sovereign 
Operations Projects Programs
All 
Sovereign 
Operations 
2006 29 21 28 28 24 28
2007 29 19 27 28 23 27
2008 24 12 21 21 11 19
2009 22   9 19 17   9 15
2010 20 16 19 16 15 16
2011 23 16 22 20 16 19
2012 24 10 21 23 11 20
Notes: 
1. Refers to projects funded by ordinary capital resources and Asian Development Fund that became effective during the years. 
Processing time refers to the average time from loan or project preparatory technical assistance fact-finding to effectiveness. 
2. Processing time for supplementary loan approvals is computed from loan fact-finding to effectiveness.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy 
Department.
Table A16.2: Processing Time for Sovereign Operations in 2012 by Country Grouping
(months from fact-finding to effectiveness) 
Item
OCR-Only 
Countries Blend Countries
ADF-Only 
Countries
FCAS  
Countriesa
Projects 28 28 19 20
Programs 7 9 11 12
All Sovereign Operations 24 25 17 19
ADF = Asian Development Fund, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
a FCAS classification of countries is based on the country performance assessment ratings during the baseline year (2006). The list 
of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
Sources: Asian Development Bank Operations Services and Financial Management Department, and Strategy and Policy 
Department.
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Table A16.3: Sovereign Projects Administered by Resident Missions in 2012 (%)
Item
OCR-Only 
Countries
Blend  
Countries
ADF-Only 
Countries
FCAS  
Countriesa
Administration of sovereign operations 46 49 42 39
ADF = Asian Development Fund, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, OCR = ordinary capital resources.
a  FCAS classification of countries is based on the country performance assessment ratings during the baseline year (2006). The list 
of countries in each country grouping is in Appendix 2.
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department.
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